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Editors Comments 


Our articles in this issue vary from astronomy to biology to 
geology and paleontology, then two selections on a proper 
creationist philosophy of science are presented. The presi¬ 
dent of the Society, Don DeYoung, in his usual lucid style, 
discusses vision from the creative design perspective. He 
very kindly references the works of H. S. Hamilton, who 
wrote on this subject for the Quarterly about 10-15 years 
ago. Specifically DeYoung examines the eyes of trilobites, 
a parasitic insect, dinosaurs and humans, 

William Weston begins a series on the La Brea Tar Pits 
from a catastrophic viewpoint. His article covers the his¬ 
tory of the site up through 1969. There are some twists 
and turns in the historical road which will be revealed in 
future parts of the series. Jerry Bergman shows that muta¬ 
tions are destructive to so-called evolutionary improve¬ 
ments in living organisms. This important subject needs 
repeating often since so much is made of “helpful” muta¬ 
tions. Robert Kofahl and John Reed delve into the philos¬ 
ophy of science. Kofahl explains a proper definition of 
science from a creationist and intelligent design stand¬ 
point. He notes that secularists are guilty of distorting the 
definition of science which the media allows and encour¬ 
ages them to do. Various creationist models of earth his¬ 


tory are briefly outlined by Reed. Catastrophic plate tec¬ 
tonics is carefully examined as a possible creationist earth 
history model. 

Carl Froede, Jr. provides information on extraterrestrial 
bombardment of the inner solar system and offers a young- 
earth interpretation. There are some sharp exchanges in 
the letters to the editor which will likely continue into fu¬ 
ture issues. I urge you to consider contributing an article, 
note, letter, or book review for the Quarterly or Creation 
Matters. Our editors would enjoy hearing from you. Lane 
Lester’s graphic design is always excellent, and his efforts 
are appreciated. Don DeYoung, George Howe, Gene 
Chaffin, and John Reed do their part to make the Quar¬ 
terly what it is by working with authors and reviewers, 
There will be some shifting of editorial tasks, but I will con¬ 
tinue as a style editor and George Howe will become the 
chief editor or acting editor for about a year. Glen Wolf¬ 
ram, editor of Creation Matters, always welcomes manu¬ 
scripts. From the very technical to popular writings, we 
need your input. 

Emmett L. Williams 
Editor 

• —- 


In Memoriam: Thomas G. Barnes 


One of the great pleasures of being associated with the 
Board of Directors of the Creation Research Society is to 
become acquainted and work with men of excellent Chris¬ 
tian character and superb scientific credentials. Tom 
Barnes was such a man. He was the type of person you 
liked as soon as you met him. He was strong and forceful, 
but very kind and generous. 

Professor Barnes was Chairman of the textbook com¬ 
mittee of the Society and supervised the writing of the So¬ 
ciety’s high school textbook, Biology: A Search for Order in 
Complexity. The book was an immediate success and was 
one of the first texts to question evolutionary presupposi¬ 
tions and suggest creation as a viable alternate. Tom also 
was the first creationist to point out the rapid decay of the 
earth’s magnetic field and its young-earth implications 
(CRSQ 8:24-29; 9:47-50). He served as President of the 
Society for four years beginning in 1973. 

Dr. Barnes received an A.B. degree at Hardin-Simmons 
University in 1933 and a M.S. degree in 1936 from Brown 
University, studying under R. B. Lindsay. He was awarded 
the D. Sc. degree in 1950 by Hardin-Simmons University. 
He was a professor of physics at the University of Texas at 
El Paso for 43 years and was Director of the Schellenger 
Research Laboratories at UTEP from its conception in 
1953 to 1965. First-rate work was done on atmospheric 
physics, rocketry and acoustics in this laboratory under the 


supervision of Professor Barnes. Because of his organiza¬ 
tional and leadership abilities along with his dedication to 
scientific creationism, Tom served as the first Director of 
the Institute for Creation Research Graduate School from 
1981 until his retirement in 1984. 

Tom, during his professional career, helped develop an 
electronic range finding device, accomplished much origi¬ 
nal research concerning seismic energy sources and jointly 
worked on a vector cardiograph which was the first three- 
dimensional computer display to study the human heart. 

He was author and coauthor of many scientific papers. 
His textbook, The Foundations of Electricity and Magnetism 
was used in many colleges and universities. He was the au¬ 
thor of five books including the above textbook and his last 
book was Science and Biblical Faith which is still in print. 
After he retired professionally, he produced many scientific 
papers published in the Quarterly utilizing classical physics 
rather than modern physics to deal with certain physical 
phenomena. He was made a Fellow of the Society in 1983. 

Dr. Barnes died at the age of 90 and is survived by his 
wife of 62 years Libby, four children, nine grandchildren 
and 11 great grandchildren. He was a marvelous leader in 
his profession as well as in modern creationism. Above all, 
he was a Christian gentleman. 

Emmett L. Williams 
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La Brea Tar Pits: An Introductory History (1769-1969) 

William Weston* 

Abstract 


In the first two decades of the twentieth century, 
hundreds of thousands of fossils were excavated 
from the Rancho La Brea Tar Pits. Prior to that 
time, these pits were unknown. When Spanish set¬ 
tlers first arrived in the area of Los Angeles in the 
eighteenth century, they found a number of tar 
springs located in the middle of a large plain at the 
foot of the Santa Monica Mountains. Surrounding 
the springs was a scattering of animal bones visibly 
embedded within a layer of asphalt. It was not until 
the mid 1870’s that people began to realize the 
remote antiquity of these bones. Soon after explor¬ 
atory excavations began in the early 1900s, scien¬ 
tists were finding tar pits containing large numbers 
of fossils. 


The conventional explanation for the occur¬ 
rence of these fossils is that thirsty birds and mam¬ 
mals, deceived by water-filled pools of tar, had 
blundered into these viscous traps and died in 
them. Although widely accepted, the entrapment 
theory has failed to give convincing answers to 
some key evidentiary questions, including the phys¬ 
ical characteristics of tar pits, the fragmentation 
and chaotic intermingling of the bones, and the nu¬ 
merical preponderance of the carnivores. Since 
these issues cannot be adequately resolved by the 
entrapment theory, then a new explanation is 
needed. The evidence seems to be pointing toward 
the possibility of a single catastrophic flood as the 
agent for fossil deposition at the La Brea Tar Pits. 


Introduction 

The Rancho La Brea Tar Pits in Los Angeles, California 
are widely regarded as one of the richest sources of mam¬ 
mal fossils in the world. Approximately 60 species have 
been identified, including saber-tooth cat, bear, lion, wolf, 
camel, bison, and mastodon. Also found were seventeen 
human bones, including a pelvis and a skull, as well as a 
number of artifacts such as milling stones and bone hair¬ 
pins. The conventional explanation for the abundance 
and diversity of this fossil material is that successive animal 
entrapment episodes had created an ever-growing mass of 
bones at the bottom of tar pools. An unwary horse, for ex¬ 
ample, might step into a seemingly benign pool of water to 
get a drink. Becoming ensnared in the tar underneath the 
watery surface, its distress cries would draw hungry carni¬ 
vores, such as wolves, seeking an easy meal. These carni¬ 
vores would themselves slip and fall into the pool, 
becoming, like their prey, inescapably trapped. Although 
this theory is useful for interpreting some of the data, it 
does have serious weaknesses. This article points out the 
inadequacies of the entrapment theory and shows why an 
alternative explanation is needed. 

*William Weston, B.A., 10291 D’Este Dr., Anaheim, CA 
92804, email: wsweston@juno.com 
Received 26 June 2001; Revised 26 September 2001 


Tar Springs and Tar Pits 

When Spanish settlers first moved into the area of Los An¬ 
geles during the eighteenth century, they saw an alluvial, 
grass-covered plain about 45 miles in circumference at the 
foot of the Santa Monica Mountains. In the middle of this 
plain was an area of about 20 acres where tar flowed out of 
numerous vents and made black puddles amidst the sandy 
dirt and tufts of grass. Thick and viscous, the emerging tar 
formed volcano-shaped mounds that generally measured 
several inches above the surrounding level of the ground. 
The tar was a useful substance to Indians in the region, 
who used it to caulk their canoes, waterproof their baskets, 
and attach wooden handles to stone blades. 

The first record of these tar springs was made in 1769 
during a Spanish survey expedition led by Caspar de Por- 
tola. On August 1, the expedition reached an Indian vil¬ 
lage called Yang-na, the site of the future town of Los 
Angeles. Two days later, one of the Franciscan friars ac¬ 
companying the expedition. Father Juan Crespi, noted in 
his diary that they saw “extensive swamps of bitumen” in 
an area about seven miles west of the village (Stock and 
Harris, 1992, p. 2). A more lengthy description was given 
by a traveler named Jose Longinos Martinez in 1792 
(quoted in Stock and Harris, 1992, p. 2). 

Near the Pueblo de Los Angeles there are more 
than twenty springs of liquid petroleum, pitch, etc. 
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Farther to the west of said town . . . there is a great 
lake of pitch, with many pools in which bubbles or 
blisters are constantly forming and exploding. They 
are shaped like conical bells and, when they burst at 
their apex, they make a little report. 1 examined the 
holes left by the bubbles, but when they explode they 
are followed by others in succession and gave one no 
opportunity to examine the cavity. 

In 1828, an ex-Portuguese sailor named Antonio de 
Rocha became the owner of the tar springs through a land 
grant of one square league, or 4,439 acres, given to him by 
the Mexican government. Since the Spanish word for tar is 
“brea,” the Rocha estate became known as Rancho La 
Brea. One of the conditions of the grant was that Rocha al¬ 
low local inhabitants to come to the ranch and obtain as 
much tar as they needed. Generally, the tar was used to wa¬ 
terproof the roofs of adobe houses. 

The first geologist to examine these springs was William 
P. Blake, who visited the area in 1853. The following is a 
description of a tar spring he saw (quoted in Merriam, 
1912). 

This spring was nothing more than an overflow of 
the bitumen from a small aperture in the ground 
around which it had spread on all sides, so that it cov¬ 
ered a circular space about 30 feet in diameter. The 
accumulated bitumen had hardened by exposure 
and its outer portions were mingled with sand, so that 
it was not easy to determine its precise limits. It 
formed a smooth hard surface like a pavement, but 
toward the center it was quite soft and semifluid, like 
melted pitch. 

The “accumulated bitumen” mentioned by Blake is an 
extensive field of asphalt, about one to two feet in depth, 
mostly covered by alluvial topsoil. Extending beyond the 
observable outpourings of the springs, it has been esti¬ 
mated that this field of solidified petroleum is somewhere 
between 160 to 600 acres. Although this layer is as hard as 
road pavement, it nevertheless develops fractures, which 
allow upsurging flows of oil to escape to the surface. In 
1865 another geologist named J. D. Whitney visited the 
springs and wrote a description of what he saw (quoted in 
Merriam, 1912). 

Over a space of 15 or 20 acres the bituminous ma¬ 
terial, which, when seen by us, in the winter, had ex¬ 
actly the consistency and color of tar was oozing out 
of the ground at numerous points. It hardens on ex¬ 
posure to the air and becomes mixed with sand and 
dust blown into it, and is then known as “brea.” The 
holes through which the bitumen comes to the sur¬ 
face are not large, few being more than 3 or 4 inches 
in diameter. On removing the tarry substance from 
the holes, by repeatedly inserting a stick, the empty 
cavity was very slowly filled up again.... A very large 
amount of the hardened asphaltum, mixed with sand 


and the bones of cattle and birds have become entan¬ 
gled in it, lies scattered over the plain. 

Whitney’s belief that the bones were the remains of re¬ 
cently trapped animals had some validity, for the carcasses 
of birds, rabbits, squirrels, and other small animals have 
sometimes been found lying partially submerged in the 
tar. From time to time, these sticky puddles would immo¬ 
bilize wandering cows and horses. If no one came to res¬ 
cue them, they would die from thirst or hunger. 

The first scientist to realize that there were bones of re¬ 
mote antiquity in this area was a geologist from Massachu¬ 
setts named William Denton (Merriam, 1912). In 1875 he 
came to Southern California to inspect oil prospects. At 
that time, the land comprising the tar springs was owned 
by Henry Hancock, a Los Angeles surveyor and lawyer, 
who acquired the property from the Rocha family several 
years before. Hancock started an asphalt quarry business 
and employed a work force of 25 Chinese laborers. The 
asphaltum was processed and sent to San Francisco, where 
it was used to pave roads. It was also used as a preservative 
for railroad ties and water pipes. The old quarry can still be 
seen at the park, now filled in with water and fenced off. 
Large bubbles of gas burst every minute or so on the oily 
surface of the pond. In the late 1960’s, several life-size fi¬ 
berglass mammoths were placed around the shore, and a 
sinking mammoth was tethered to the bottom. Although 
this dramatic tableau creates the fearsome impression that 
the pond is a voracious maw of death, it is really just a 
harmless pool of scummy, malodorous water. 

When Denton visited the ranch, he and Hancock 
talked about fossils. Denton was shown a canine tooth that 
was found in the quarry. It was nine and a half inches in 
length and the breadth of the crown was three and a half 
inches wide. Denton had previously seen a similar tooth 
from a Machairodus, a European saber-tooth cat, but the 
La Brea canine was substantially larger. He took the tooth 
and some other animal bones back to Massachusetts and 
wrote a report of his findings. In spite of the author’s enthu¬ 
siasm, the report failed to generate interest within the sci¬ 
entific community. 

It was not until 1901 that anyone took a sustained pro¬ 
fessional interest in the fossils. While visiting the ranch to 
check out the prospects for oil production, geologist Wil¬ 
liam W. Orcutt saw a curious mosaic of bones in a section 
of asphalt that was exposed after the drilling of a water well. 
Despite the lack of proper tools, Orcutt removed a patch of 
material from the asphalt and examined it. It was a piece of 
armored hide from an extinct ground sloth. Excited by this 
find, he obtained permission from the Hancock family to 
prospect for more fossils. Finding them was not hard, but 
extracting these fragile specimens from the rock-like as¬ 
phalt matrix was a painstaking, laborious process. Often a 
whole day was spent retrieving a single bone. His patience 
paid off, and after four years, he possessed an enviable col- 
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Figure 1. Map of the La Brea Tar Pits. The first discovered fossil-bearing tar 
pit was the one designated by the University of California as 2050. In 1912 the 
university began excavating a nearby pit designated as 2051. The other 
numbered locations were fossil-bearing pits found by the County of Los 
Angeles during the period of 1913 to 1915. The eight major pits are the ones 
numbered 3, 4, 13, 16, 60, 61, 67, and 77. 



Figure 2. Cross-section of Locality 2051 showing bone pockets. Solid bar= 10 
feet. (Stoner, 1913). 


lection of fossils, including the only 
complete skull of a saber-tooth cat in 
the world (Orcutt, 1954). 

In the latter part of 1905, Dr. John C. 

Merriam, vertebrate paleontologist of 
the University of California, Berkeley, 
learned about Orcutt’s collection and 
began a correspondence with him. Af¬ 
ter seeing some of the fossils, Merriam 
agreed that they were significant. Rep¬ 
resenting the university, he obtained a 
permit from the Hancock family to con¬ 
duct a scientific exploration on the 
ranch. 

At this point the historical record be¬ 
comes a little obscure. Someone, we do 
not know who, made a momentous dis¬ 
covery. About two hundred yards north¬ 
west of the quarry was a pocket of 
densely packed animal and bird bones, 
broken twigs, and a few large branches 
of trees (Stoner, 1913). It was located in 
an area where, several decades previ¬ 
ously (according to field excavation 
notes), Hancock’s laborers had used dy¬ 
namite to break through the hard bitu¬ 
minous layer to see if there was any 
commercial grade asphaltum under¬ 
neath. What made this pocket so desir¬ 
able, from a fossil extraction point of 
view, was its soft matrix of tar and sand. 

It was a relatively easy task to remove 
the bones, piece by piece, clean them 
off with kerosene, and analyze them. 

This discovery, which was later given 
the name University of California Lo¬ 
cality 2050 (Figure 1), brought to light 
for the first time the paleontological 
phenomenon that has since been 
termed “the La Brea Tar Pits.” 

The pit at UC Loc. 2050 was shaped 
roughly like a bottle. The topmost part 
of the pocket, or the neck of the bottle, 
was about five feet wide. Below the 
neck, the pocket extended outward 
with increasing depth until at ten to 
twelve feet it was about eight feet wide. The last remaining 
bones of the pocket were at a depth of 17 feet. The bound¬ 
ary forming the contour of the bottle had a lumpy irregu¬ 
larity as the pressurized tar had pushed its way unevenly 
into the surrounding green and brown clays. 

In 1912, another excavation site, UC Loc. 2051 (Fig¬ 
ures 1-4), was started about 70 feet southeast from the first 
one. This site was notable for having not one, but three, 


pockets of bone material (Figure 2). The first of these 
pockets was about 15 feet wide and about 22 feet deep. 
From this exposure, university excavators moved eastward 
to find two smaller diameter pockets, one being 21 feet 
deep and the other 14 feet deep. As in the case of 2050, the 
bones of 2051 were packed in soft tar and sealed off by the 
surface layer of asphalt. According to Stoner, “the most in¬ 
teresting observation ... is that the bones accumulated in 

































Volume 38, March 2002 


177 



Figure 3. General view of Locality 2051 showing pocket 
3 in the foreground and pocket 2 behind pocket 3 
(Stoner, 1913). 


holes of such small size, and that the deposits were built up 
to such a thickness.” Further on he says, 

. . . the pools were evidently large enough to catch 
one or two tigers, several wolves and an ungulate at 
the same time, the latter serving as prey for the carni¬ 
vores. This association is quite clearly shown in some 
places, and at one point in particular there were 
eight wolf skulls and many wolf bones mixed with 
the bones and skull of a large bison. 

As excavators removed the contents of these four pits, 
they noticed that the tar had preserved the bones to a re¬ 
markable degree. Even such delicate features as the 
courses for nerves and blood vessels were discernable. Also 
found were various kinds of insects in all their minute de¬ 
tail, including wings and antennae. The pupae of blowflies 
could still be seen attached to bone marrow cavities. This 
was a tremendous boon for scientists, who were piecing to¬ 
gether the life of animals and insects in the remote past. 

The superior grade of preservation that characterized 
the individual specimens stood in stark contrast to the rav¬ 
aged appearance of the fossil material as a whole. A major¬ 
ity of the bones were damaged in some way: sharp-edged 
broken ends, splinters, cracks, impact depressions, deep 
grooves, broken-off chips, and/or heavy abrasions. Even 
the bodies of the insects had gone through some inexora¬ 
ble process of dismemberment. If excavators found several 
insect parts still hanging together, they considered them¬ 
selves lucky (Pierce, 1946). In addition, the bones were in 
an entangled mass, closely pressed together, and inter¬ 
locked in all possible ways. After separating out the bones, 
scientists could only guess how the parts of individual ani¬ 
mals matched up to one another. They also came to realize 
that the pits were missing a lot of skeletal parts that they 
had originally expected to find. For example, after six years 
of digging, less than a dozen parts of the Megalonyx, an ex¬ 
tinct ground sloth, were collected, including a left hu¬ 



Figure 4. Locality 2051 showing mass of bones in pocket 
2 (Stoner, 1913). 


merus, a left calcaneum, a single metapodial of the poste¬ 
rior foot and various elements of both anterior and poste¬ 
rior feet (Stock, 1913). 

This chaotic intermingling of damaged and broken fos¬ 
sils seemed to suggest that some monstrous catastrophe 
had overtaken these creatures of the remote past. Of 
course, this interpretation was unacceptable to scientists 
committed to the uniformitarian philosophy. What was 
needed was a paradigm that could fit these fossils within 
the realm of mainstream science, even if it had to ignore 
numerous clues that indicated otherwise. It was under 
these circumstances that the animal entrapment theory 
was born. In October 1908, Sunset magazine printed an ar¬ 
ticle by Dr. Merriam entitled “Death Trap of the Ages.” 
The subheading read “Sabre-tooth tigers, giant sloths, 
mammoths, monster wolves, extinct camels, held fast in a 
huge tar pool near Los Angeles.” Included inside the arti¬ 
cle was a picture of the water-filled quarry. Underneath the 
picture was a misleading caption identifying the quarry as 
the “death trap of the ages.” 

In 1913 Mr. G. Allan Hancock gave the County of Los 
Angeles the exclusive privilege of doing excavations on his 
ranch. For the next two years, county excavators dug test 
holes all around the 23-acre estate in a haphazard search 
for soft-matrix, fossil-bearing tar pits. Hampering this effort 
was the surface layer of asphalt. The excavators attacked it 
with picks, shovels, hammers, wedges, and even dynamite. 
Since the location of these soft-matrix pits was unknown, 
they had to make a lot of educated guesses. They dug up 
the vents of active and inactive tar springs and dug trenches 
through outcroppings of bituminous material. A tunnel 
underneath the asphalt had to be abandoned, because the 
alluvial clay and sand had a tendency to cave in (according 
to field excavation notes). 

Out of a total of 96 test pits, eight had significant 
amounts of well-preserved bone material, and seven more 
had inferior material of lesser quantities. Like the bones of 
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F igure 5. Postulated stratigraphic column of La Brea Tar Pits (Source: Quinn, 
1992; credited to Dr. Tom Wright) 


the university pits, few of the bones in 
the county pits had escaped damage. 

Some had deteriorated because of their 
proximity to water-saturated stumps 
and branches. At Pit 4 (Figure 1), one 
of the eight major pits, an excavator 
made the following note: “The disposi¬ 
tion of this brush and associated mate¬ 
rial as well as markings on the brush 
itself, indicate that this stuff was all 
washed in.” 

The eight major fossil-bearing pits 
were of various sizes. On average, they 
were cone-shaped, about 15 feet in di¬ 
ameter at the top and tapering down 25 
feet to a vent several inches wide. The 
vent coursed downward through about 
one hundred feet of Pleistocene gravel, 
sand, and clay (Figure 5). These sediments form the out- 
wash plain between the Santa Monica Mountains and the 
Pacific Ocean. Below this strata, the tar pit vent continues 
down through another layer of gravel, sand, and fine¬ 
grained marine sediments to oil reservoirs about 2,000 to 
6,000 feet below the surface of the earth. This oil-bearing 
second layer is called Upper Miocene, and it forms the ba¬ 
sin of the Los Angeles region (Quinn, 1992; Stock and 
Harris, 1992, p. 10). According to Wyman (1926, p. 9), the 
pits were originally created by blowouts of natural gas. 
Heavy subterranean fracturing by earth tremors allowed 
pressurized gas to escape upward and penetrate the surface 
alluvial layer at numerous points. Liquid petroleum fol¬ 
lowed the gas, which filled in these blown out holes. 

One of the more unusual pockets was Pit 16 (Figure 1). 
Only four feet wide with vertical sides, the pit went down 
21 feet before it tapered three more feet to the typical 
three-inch-wide chimney. Somehow numerous animals 
including dire wolves, saber-tooth cats, coyotes, camels, bi¬ 
son, horses, and even the bulky mastodon had managed to 
squeeze themselves into a hole not much wider than a 
bathtub. Although Pit 16 was notable for being one of the 
eight major pits containing copious amounts of fossils, it is 
still hard to imagine it as one of the “death traps of the 
ages.” 

Besides the constricted size of the pits, an additional dif¬ 
ficulty for the entrapment theory is the transitory character 
of the tar itself. According to radiocarbon dates done at Pit 
9 (Stock and Harris, 1992, p. 9), the bones in the lower part 
of the pit were 38,000 years old and the bones in the upper 
part were 13,500 years old. Consequently, the tar in the pit 
had to remain in a semi-liquefied state for about 24,000 
years. This conclusion contradicts what is known about the 
process of petroleum encrustation. When crude oil 
emerges from the ground, it begins to thicken as its more 
volatile constituents evaporate. Sunlight, heat, and oxida¬ 


tion are all factors in the hardening process (Barth, 1962, 
pp. 220, 593). Given this observable property of oil con¬ 
gelation, the existence of open pits of tar that could trap an¬ 
imals over a period of thousands of years must be regarded 
as highly improbable. 

Anomalies of the Tar Pits 

A mystery that has continued to baffle scientists since the 
discovery of the tar pits was the numerical preponderance 
of carnivores. Recent studies of wolf-to-deer populations in 
Ontario (Canada) and Minnesota (Mech, 1970, pp. 274) 
and lion-to-herbivore populations in Africa (Guggisberg, 
1963, pp. 151-153) show that the ratio is typically 100 to 
150 herbivores for every carnivore. What excavators at the 
La Brea Tar Pits found was an inverse ratio. Using a com¬ 
mon skeletal part as a basis (for example, skulls in fairly 
good condition), distribution surveys consistently showed 
that carnivores outnumbered herbivores by a ratio of at 
least seven to one. The lopsided imbalance can be seen in 
the bar graph of the ten most common mammals (Figure 
6). The right four bars show that carnivores represent 85% 
of the total number of individual animals. The oddity of 
seeing so many meat-eaters among the mammals is re¬ 
flected in surveys of the avian population, as seen in the bar 
graph of Figure 7. The flesh-eating birds are about 70% of 
the total number of individuals. The uncontested leader is 
the eagle. It is puzzling why eagles would be the most vul¬ 
nerable to entrapment. Not only are they quite rare when 
compared to such teeming populations as pigeons and 
doves, but they are also larger and more muscular and thus 
more likely to escape. 

Perhaps, as some might suggest, a carnivore was more 
susceptible to entrapment, because it could not resist the 
sight of ensnared prey flopping helplessly in the tar. Thus a 
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F igure 6. Mammal Distribution Graph. B = Bison, H = Horse, GGS = Giant 
Ground Sloth, Ca = Camel, GS = Ground Sloth, A = Antelope, W = Wolf, T = 
Tiger, Co = Coyote, L = Lion. The number in parentheses is the total number 
of individuals for a given species as found in all pits (Source: Marcus, 1960). 


single captive bird or animal could lure many predators to 
their deaths. This line of reasoning loses its force when one 
compares the La Brea statistics with those of a modern tar 
pit. In 1934 A. E. Borell, a wildlife specialist employed by 
the Grand Canyon National Park Service in Arizona, 
noted that birds were getting caught in a tar pit that had 
been left by a road construction crew several years before. 
Borell found carcasses in all stages of decomposition from 
skeletons to those that had recently died. An examination 
of the contents of the pit revealed that there were 123 indi¬ 
vidual birds of 13 different species. Six of these birds were 
hawks. Borell made a repeat visit thirty days later and 
found that eight more birds had died in the tar pit, none of 
which were hawks. Thus the ratio of 131 to 6, or about 22 
to 1, reflects the expected balance in nature (Borell, 1936). 
This evidence shows that there are no specific phenomena 
that would augment a tar pit’s allurement to any particular 
kind of creature. 

Another statistical anomaly is the predominance of land 
birds over water birds. The total percentage of water birds 
is only 8%. This low percentage has puzzled scientists, 
since wading birds such as ducks, geese, and coots have a 
profile of characteristics that make them the most likely 
candidates for entrapment (Miller, 1910; Howard, 1955, 
pp. 38-39). Yet, as it turned out, the largest category of vic¬ 
tims among the non-predacious types was the turkey, a 
land-roving bird. 


One more anomaly that should be 
mentioned is the absence of soft tissues 
from both mammals and birds. Neither 
skin, hair, feathers, scales, claws, beaks, 
talons, or any internal organs have ever 
been found in any of the tar pits. This 
absence is remarkable since, as previ¬ 
ously mentioned, the parts of insects 
had been preserved. 

The La Brea Tar Pits 
from 1915 to 1969 

As the fossils were being taken out of 
the pits, county excavators packed them 
in crates and carted them over to the 
Museum of History, Science and Art, 
which later became the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angeles. The last of the 
excavations ended in December 1915. 
For many years afterward, this huge col¬ 
lection of over 700,000 specimens kept 
scientists busy making inventories and 
churning out monographs on new spe¬ 
cies of birds and mammals. This de¬ 
scriptive phase was largely completed 
by the late 1950s. In spite of the great quantity of papers 
written, only a few addressed the mechanism of the entrap¬ 
ment theory in a meaningful way. It has only been in re¬ 
cent years that attempts have been made to refine the 
entrapment theory to make it more conformable to the re¬ 
ality of the evidence. 

In 1969, Pit 91 (Figure 1) was re-opened for renewed ex¬ 
cavations. This task of collecting more data has been con¬ 
tinuing every summer to the present time. It is more 
thorough in its recovery of fossils than the old excavations 
of 1905-1915. Special attention is being paid to smaller 
life forms such as diatoms, pollen, seeds, snails, mollusks, 
and ostracods. Every cubic centimeter is carefully sifted 
and examined for the slightest particles of fossil content. As 
each piece is removed, its position and orientation is re¬ 
corded in field excavation notes. 

In a future article, I will summarize the results of exca¬ 
vation work done since 1969. I will also discuss the modi¬ 
fied direction that scientists are taking in their thinking 
about the tar pits. Yet in spite of the theoretical adjust¬ 
ments and the vast quantities of data being collected, the 
problems facing uniformitarians are no closer to being re¬ 
solved than when the entrapment theory was first publi¬ 
cized in 1908. A non-uniformitarian interpretation based 
on the idea of a major flood may be the only viable way of 
making sense of the fossils recovered from the La Brea Tar 
Pits. 
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Figure 7. Bird Distribution Graph. T = Turkey; So = Songbirds; P & D = Pi¬ 
geons and Doves; D & G = Ducks and Geese; Sh = Shorebirds; S & FI = Storks 
and Herons; E = Eagles (960 golden eagles, 170 bald eagles, the remainder are 
5 other species); F & H = Falcons and Hawks; C & V = Condors and Vultures 
(105 teratorns, 225 condors, only a few turkey vultures); O = Owls. The num¬ 
ber in parentheses is the total number of individuals for a given species as 
found in thirteen pits (Source: Howard, 1962). 
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Why Mutations are Lethal to Darwinism 

Jerry Bergman* 


Abstract 


The primary means by which evolution is believed 
to occur are mutations, independent assortment of 
genes, gene shuffling and natural selection. Muta¬ 
tions are non-directed DNA changes that can be ex¬ 
pressed in the offspring’s phenotype and passed on 
to the organism’s progeny. Unrepaired mutational 
genetic changes are relatively rare, however, occur¬ 
ring only about once per billion DNA bases. For 
natural selection to operate, there would need to be 


biological variants from which to select, and these 
differences must ultimately be provided only by 
mutations in the macroevolutionary scenario. A re¬ 
view of many types of mutations, however, indi¬ 
cates that they cannot provide the raw material 
necessary for natural selection for various reasons. 
Consequently, evolutionary naturalism still lacks a 
mechanism to produce new information and bio¬ 
logical novelty. 


Introduction 

Modern Darwinists teach that a continuing series of small 
heritable genetic changes called mutations gradually pro¬ 
duced by means of natural selection the estimated ten 
million species alive today from comparatively “simple” 
protocells. Mutations normally are defined as non- 
directed random changes in the DNA base pairs that are 
passed on to a plant or animal’s offspring. Genotype (the in¬ 
formation on the DNA) changes may or may not be ex¬ 
pressed in the phenotype (the organism’s physical 
characteristics). Mutations are extremely important to evo¬ 
lutionary naturalism because according to this world view 
the ultimate diversity of all of life forms depends on muta¬ 
tions favored by natural selection (Bergman, 1992). As 
Gamlin and Vines note, “the original source of all varia¬ 
tion for evolution to select from is mutation ... [and] muta¬ 
tions are essentially random in nature and most are either 
neutral or harmful in their effects” (1991, p. 25). In short, 
modern Darwinism teaches that mutations are life’s diver- 
sifying agents, the raw material from which natural selec¬ 
tion has led to specialization throughout the entire 
biosphere. It is well to note, however, that although muta¬ 
tions can lead to heterogenicity at existing loci, the cre¬ 
ation of gene loci themselves cannot be explained by 
mutations and is, to all intents and purposes, unknown. 

The view that mutations are the ultimate source of evo¬ 
lution was first proposed in detail by Hugo DeVries and 
has been extensively studied ever since (DeVries, 1910). 
The topic of mutations is of major concern in medicine 
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because mutations are a major cause of disease and there¬ 
fore “a better understanding of the characteristics of dele¬ 
terious mutations is... imperative” (Peckand Eyre-Walker, 
1997, p. 136). 

For many years, creation scientists have been proclaim¬ 
ing the fact that mutations cannot serve as a mechanism 
for neo-Darwinian evolution because almost all expressed 
mutations are deleterious, and those that can be beneficial 
in unique situations virtually always render the animal less 
fit in the wild (Lammerts, 1971; Tinkle, 1967). Lammerts, 
in a study of neutron radiation induced mutations, con¬ 
cluded that “all of the mutations were defective variations” 
(1971, p. 278). The vast majority of all non-neutral muta¬ 
tions are harmful in most environments, partly because 
they usually result in loss of information. 

The two types of heritable changes that can occur in 
the DNA nucleotide sequence include a normal shuf¬ 
fling of genes (such as by sexual reproduction or genetic 
crossing over) and copying mistakes. Copying mistakes 
are alleged to account for most evolutionary changes be¬ 
cause normal gene shuffling can only rearrange existing 
information (Spetner, 1997). Only those expressed muta¬ 
tions, or those that affect the organism’s health or viabil¬ 
ity, can be selected for. Aside from loss mutations and the 
few situations discussed below, no documented case of a 
mistake or error type of mutation that has produced a 
phenotypic change that is beneficial in the wild exists, al¬ 
though some mutations are beneficial for humans such as 
seedless fruit, cattle lacking horns, or beans with strings 
(Tinkle, 1967, p. 68). Mutations are hypothesized ulti¬ 
mately to account for all life’s diversity, but we have no ev¬ 
idence of any clearly beneficial mutations except possibly 
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in a few unique situations such as a heterozygous sickle 
cell anemia mutation may protect persons against ma¬ 
laria. 

The “rate and magnitude of deleterious mutations have 
substantial implications for conservation genetics and 
therefore, for preserving the diversity of life on earth” (Peck 
and Eyre-Walker 1997. In the medical field, non-neutral 
mutations are assumed to be harmful without exception. 
Some add the caveat: given enough mutations, one is 
bound to be helpful, at least in some situations (Price, 
1996). Although the vast majority of mutations is known to 
be negative or harmless, evolutionary naturalists assume 
that enough rare positive mutations must have occurred in 
the past to have evolved all life forms. 

The reason mutations are accepted as the source of 
variation is because only naturalism is acceptable as an 
explanation in contemporary orthodox science, and the 
best naturalistic explanation must be accepted until re¬ 
placed by a superior naturalistic explanation (Bergman, 
1992). Darwinists reason that this helpful character of 
some mutations must be true because life exists, and 
aside from normal variations such as those produced in 
sexual reproduction, the mutation theory is considered 
the only viable naturalistic explanation for diversification 
at existing gene loci. Mutations are the “driving force of 
evolution” and if the “DNA archive was absolutely con¬ 
stant and unchangeable, evolution would be impossible” 
(Sedivy and Joyner, 1992, p. 13). Evolutionists assume 
that if the mutation rate is slow enough, macroevolution 
can occur and life will not become extinct. But if too 
many mutations are produced, they believe extinction 
will occur (Nussenzweig, 1998). Furthermore, many mu¬ 
tations would have to occur almost simultaneously before 
a major change such as bipedal locomotion could evolve 
from quadipedal locomotion. 

The Cause of Mutations 

The primary building blocks of proteins are the 20 amino 
acids that are assembled into proteins according to the 
DNA genetic blueprint. A group of 3 DNA bases called a 
codon codes for each amino acid. Since the DNA code 
uses 4 bases (adenine thymine, cytosine, guanine), 64 (4 5 ) 
possible codes exist, more than enough to code for the 20 
common amino acids used in most forms of life. Even for a 
very small peptide consisting of only 20 amino acids, fully 
20“° (200 pentillion) kinds of polypeptides are possible. 
This enormous level of variety is necessary to code the 
150,000 types of proteins now estimated to be required for 
human life, and also for the hundreds of thousands of pro¬ 
teins necessary for other life forms. 


The correct amino acid sequence is ordinarily critical 
for most of the protein chain, but proteins with a few incor¬ 
rectly placed amino acids can sometimes still function, al¬ 
though often not as well (Friedberg, Walker and Siede, 
1995). Conversely, many single changes can be critical or 
lethal. An example is sickle cell anemia in which there is 
one single incorrect amino acid out of 300. The replace¬ 
ment of glutamine with valine produces red blood cells 
that tend to deform (called sickled cells) in certain envi¬ 
ronments. In the homozygous sickle cell condition the 
blood functions poorly under certain circumstances, caus¬ 
ing anemia, severe pain, and even strokes in children 
(Feigle, Hill and Boschmann, 1991). Many other muta¬ 
tions prevent the production of functional enzymes. The 
consequent lack of a necessary component in the cell 
causes dysfunction or disease. 

It is not always possible to determine the exact cause of 
each specific mutation (Clark and Wall, 1996 p. 147). Mu¬ 
tations are classified as either random, meaning they stem 
spontaneously from an unknown cause; or as caused, indi¬ 
cating that they were induced by a known agent called a 
mutagen. The potential causative agents of spontaneous 
mutations include cosmic rays (which are part of back¬ 
ground radiation) and gene processing interference. The 
potential cause of induced mutations include carcinogens 
and mutagens such as those in cigarette smoke. 

To distinguish between spontaneous and induced muta¬ 
tions requires a great deal of research. First, the researcher 
must isolate mutants from the culture which contains both 
mutated and normal cells. Knowing if the mutation is 
spontaneous or induced is important in certain areas, such 
as controlling bacterial infections. The use of penicillin 
provides an example: penicillin kills nonresistant bacteria, 
thus selecting for the resistant “mutant” strain. Why this 
occurs needs to be understood in our fight against disease. 
In many cases, changes labeled as mutations are not muta¬ 
tions proper because they do not involve actual DNA base 
changes in a particular “gene” but are the result of gene 
transfer or recombination. 

Another example is the changes that are often improp¬ 
erly called “mutations” is the primary mechanism that the 
immune system of many organisms use to develop antibody 
diversity. A wide variety of antibodies is needed to respond to 
the billions of possible antigens, and there are not enough 
genes in the entire cell to produce the required diversity. 
The antibody diversity system was designed to achieve this 
requirement. The antibody gene system is actually quite 
complex and assembles gene products in a variety of ways so 
that a wide variety of antibodies is produced. This whole 
mechanism of antibody production by way of gene product 
recombination or shuffling is more accurately classed as a 
complex system which produces antibody diversity. 
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Normal Variations 

It is difficult to prove that a biological trait or variation is 
due to a mutation. A primary concern in understanding 
mutations is the fact that changes in DNA base order can 
be produced by many factors other than genetic code 
changes. Changes caused by the independent assortment 
of alleles during sexual reproduction, chromosomal cross¬ 
over, and other normal means of producing organized 
genomic variety are not mutations as normally defined. 

For example, hairiness in tomatoes is often assumed to 
result from a mutation, but may be caused by a normal 
gene shuffling. Some genes can produce two or more dif¬ 
ferent proteins by alternative splicing of the mRNA tran¬ 
script. This allows one gene to produce two or more forms 
of a protein for different developmental stages or for use in 
different cell types (Watson, et al. 1992, pp. 135, 140). 
Much normal variety exists in life: humans alone possess 
an estimated 10 million normal variations called poly¬ 
morphisms, meaning humans vary at about 1 per 500 base 
pairs (Jorde, Carey and White, 1997). Over 100 normal 
blood groups alone are now known to exist. 

So called amber mutants provide an excellent example 
of what is often labeled a mutation but are more accurately 
described as genetic control mechanisms. An amber mu¬ 
tant bacteriophage will grow only in a bacterium termed a 
“permissive host” which contain a suppressor gene that 
can bypass the so-called mutation. The mutation involves 
a single-base substitution that alters the amino acid coding 
triplet to become a stop codon (UAG). It is read as stop un¬ 
der “non-permissive” conditions, terminating the protein 
coding before the entire gene is read. The so-called per¬ 
missive phage host bacteria can “suppress” the mutation by 
producing a tRNA species which translates the UAG stop 
codon as an amino acid, so that it no longer functions as a 
stop codon. The specific amino acid coded depends upon 
the permissive host class in which the bacteriophage re¬ 
sides. This structurally complex and unique system pos¬ 
sessed by the host allows the bacteriophage to produce the 
protein needed for its survival (Adams, etal., 1992, p. 79). 

Mutation Hot Spots 

A major problem for evolution is that, although many dif¬ 
ferent mutation sites are possible for most genes, mutations 
are much more common in certain gene areas called mu¬ 
tation hot-spots. Although for some genes such as the beta- 
globin gene over 100 types of mutations have been re¬ 
ported, mutations for most genes tend to occur in the same 
base pairs (Jorde et al., 1997). 

As a result, the same mutations occur over and over in 
the same locations, meaning the potential for improve¬ 
ment is close to zero. For some illnesses, many or even 


most new cases result from new mutations: for achon¬ 
droplasia fully 80% of all cases diagnosed are caused by 
new mutations, for neurofibromatosis type I about 50%, 
and for Marfan syndrome 30%. These mutations tend to be 
in the same area, or even on the same base, of the gene af¬ 
fected. The situation is similar to a typist repeating the 
same type errors over and over and over because each base 
pair does not have an equal likelihood of a mutation. Some 
mutations are so common that scientists have given them 
whimsical names as stuck, radish, and shot-full-of-holes. 
Few if any of these mutations provide new material needed 
for evolution by natural selection. 

Back Mutations 

Because mutations also tend to occur in hot-spots, a great 
likelihood exists that a back mutation repair will occur, i.e. 
another mutation will repair the damage by changing the 
base back to the original form. Even the most common 
mutations can and commonly will back mutate, and genes 
that are “highly susceptible to mutation” must also be 
“highly susceptible” to back mutations (Beisner, 1987, p. 
iv). Wilson and Balding (1998) even conclude that back 
mutations are evidently so common that it is difficult to use 
mutational data to estimate populational histories and evo¬ 
lutionary processes. Thus, back mutations would tend to 
dilute any positive effect that certain mutations would be 
hoped to have in evolution. 

The One-Directional Nature of Mutations 

Most mutations usually cause changes in one direction 
only, resulting in not increased diversity as evolution re¬ 
quires, but a reduction of diversity. For an analogy, assume 
that typewriter mistakes tended to produce one letter most 
often. Then the possibility of a mistake improving the text 
is considerably less than chance. Thus typing letters by 
chance would be more likely to produce an improvement 
in the paper. An example is deamination of cytosine to thy¬ 
mine, which causes the compliment base to be converted 
from G to A. This change results in fewer and fewer G 
bases and more and more A base pairs in the genome, 
reducing information instead of increasing it. If G to A mu¬ 
tations were more likely to occur in a set such as AGA- 
TCGCGAT, the code would eventually become 
AAATCACAAT. 

The best known example of a mutation that tends to go 
in one direction is the two-base dinucleotide sequence 
CG. Methylated genes are particularly prone to mutations, 
specifically deamination, and this causes changes in one 
direction only. In mammals, close to 80% of CG dinu¬ 
cleotides are methylated, meaning a methyl group is 
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bonded to the cytosine base. The compound this mutation 
produces, 5-methylcytosine, causes cytosine to lose an 
amino group, converting it to thymine. This mutation 
would tend to convert the cytosine to thymine, causing 
thymines to become more common and always resulting 
in a loss of information. 

This change results in no small difference. The CG 
dinucleotide mutation rate is fully 12 or more times higher 
then other dinucleotide sequences, and CG dinucleotide 
mutations have been identified in a large number of im¬ 
portant human diseases (Jorde etal., 1997 pp. 39-40). This 
tendency would constantly result in a greater number of 
thymines and would in the long run always be degenera¬ 
tive. 

The Rate of Mutations 

Each chromosome contains the units of heredity, the 
genes, which are now estimated at 150,000 in humans and 
an average of 5,000 to 8,000 genes on each chromosome 
for mammals. Over 3 billion base pairs are required to 
form the entire human gene code, and bacteria contain 
about 5,000 genes or 4.7 million base pairs. The back¬ 
ground mutation rate ranges from 1 per thousand to 1 per 
billion cell divisions —and it is usually about one mistake 
per billion bases (Cain et al. 1999). 

Much genetic research has been completed on bacte¬ 
ria, relatively simple organisms compared to humans, but 
still enormously complex. Microorganisms are also ex¬ 
tremely useful in the study of mutations because of their 
short generation time and the low cost of maintaining 
large populations for research. Comparisons of normal 
and “mutant” organisms can easily be done and this is an 
important method to study metabolic pathways. 

The number of mutations in humans is estimated to be 
about two per gamete (Mader, 1998, p. 307). Many of 
these mutations are lethal and result in a miscarriage or a 
spontaneous abortion, and consequently they are elimi¬ 
nated from the gene pool. Some genes, though, are far 
more prone to mutate than others, and many of these mu¬ 
tations produce well known deleterious or lethal effects. 
Given these data and an estimated 150,000 human genes, 
the average person would carry only about two to eight 
harmful genetic mutations, most of which are not ex¬ 
pressed because their other allele is normal (Gonick and 
Wheelis, 1991, p. 80). This number does not include so¬ 
matic mutations, which are those that occur in individual 
body cells and are not involved in either sexual reproduc¬ 
tion or evolution. 

One reason that the number of mutations is compara¬ 
tively minute is that at least eight known repair mecha¬ 
nisms lower the rate of expressed mutations by an 
enormous amount. Numerous enzymes hover in and 


around the chromosome like worker bees and help to 
unwind, wind, repair, transcribe, replicate, and replace de¬ 
fective parts of DNA. These repair systems correct about 
99.9% of all initial errors (Jorde et ah, 1997). After repair, a 
rate estimated at 10 -7 mutations per gene is common in 
sexually reproducing organisms (Mader, 1998). Therefore, 
even if .0001% of all mutations were beneficial (a high esti¬ 
mate), the total number of beneficial mutations in a popu¬ 
lation would be extremely small, especially in relatively 
small animal populations such as exist for most mammals 
and almost all primates. 

For a large population, the total number of non-lethal 
mutations is so small that the potential of mutations to pro¬ 
duce both new information and beneficial effects is close 
to nonexistent. A critical argument against the mutation 
theory is the conclusion that at most “on average, only one 
in 500 base pairs will differ from person to person.” Thus, 
at the genetic level the exons (protein coding DNA) are 
over 99.99% identical in humans (Jaroff, 1991, p. 23). This 
means that during the one-million years speculated to 
have elapsed since our common ancestor evolved, virtually 
no signficant changes in the gene pool could have oc¬ 
curred. 

The Effects of Mutations 

In studying human diseases, researchers have located 
thousands of the mutations responsible for a particular 
disease. Over 800 different mutations have been located in 
the cystic fibrosis genes alone—yet, not one of these known 
mistakes has been shown to be beneficial (Mak et ah, 
1999). None of the millions of different mutations that has 
been identified have been proven to be beneficial except a 
few that are useful only in extremely limited and unusual 
circumstances. The most well known example is sickle cell 
anemia, a disease that affects about one out of 625 Blacks 
(.0016%). Even mutations that are beneficial in very lim¬ 
ited situations are rare, and can sometimes cause problems 
even if the mutation is heterozygous (Jaroff, 1991, p. 8). 
The homozygous sickle cell anemia gene condition causes 
a serious illness in all cases, and even the heterozygous 
form causes health problems and in some circumstances 
sometimes death. 

Cystic fibrosis is caused by a mutation in the gene that 
processes the chloride ion. A faulty sweat and mucous 
gland mechanism results that causes excess chloride loss in 
sweat. More serious is the production of an abnormally 
thick sticky mucus that tends to trap and hold bacteria in 
the bronchial tubes, causing major respiratory problems 
and infections. About 70% of cystic fibrosis cases are 
caused by the loss of just three base pairs that results in the 
loss of a single amino acid —phenylalanine —from the pro¬ 
tein that the gene produces (Jaroff, 1991, p. 36). In addi- 
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tion to this mutation hot spot, many other rare mutation 
types that can cause cystic fibrosis have now been located. 
All of those render the critical proteins either less func¬ 
tional or even non-functional. 

The Neutrality of Most Mutations 

Changes in the third and sometimes the second codon, for 
example, often do not alter the protein produced. If several 
codes are used for an amino acid, a number of changes in 
the code, especially in the last base, will not change the 
amino acid that is coded. For example, leucine is coded by 
CUU, CUC, CUA, CUG, UUA, and UUG. Thus, the 
same amino acid will be coded for the CU code regardless 
of what base is last in the codon. Consequently, a large 
number of single point mutations will have no effect on 
the protein coded. This system is said to be degenerate, 
meaning it can “degenerate” from the original code and 
still code for the correct amino acid sequence (Jorde et ah, 
1997). Only if an amino acid with a very different side 
chain is inserted, such as valine replacing glutamate, is the 
protein rendered nonfunctional. Mutations can also be 
neutral if the substitute is an amino acid with a similar side 
chain, such as the replacement of leucine by isoleucine or 
aspartate by glutamate. In these cases the proteins function 
is often not affected or is affected only slightly. 

Many mutations produce barely perceptible, often in¬ 
consequential, changes. One such mutation affects hu¬ 
man eye development so that the eyes are a millimeter or 
so farther apart than normal. Some mutations cause a de¬ 
fective enzyme that is relatively unimportant or can be 
dealt with by diet or lifestyle changes. Leu and Dill (1990) 
claim that one reason most mutations are neutral and do 
not result in phenotypic charges is that many biomolecules 
seem to be relatively insensitive to many single substitu¬ 
tions, especially those in the amino acid chain ends or ter¬ 
minal portions. These terminal base pairs serve as spacers, 
for protection, or are cut out during processing. Mutations 
often cannot damage these areas but cannot improve them 
either. Some organisms are protected from mutation- 
caused damage due to over design or built-in protection 
mechanisms such as the genetic repair mechanisms. None 
of the mutations discussed above are known to result in 
adding information to the genome. If most mutations are 
neutral regarding selection, the neo-Darwinian theory is in 
jeopardy because mistakes accumulate which are not se¬ 
lected against but that in time, according to some evi¬ 
dence, adversely effect the organism’s health. 

A mutation in a somatic cell of an adult is often of little 
consequence because most of the cells around it are nor¬ 
mal. Some somatic mutations may result in cancer or 
other problems, but they cannot provide the variety 
needed for evolution to work because they are not inher¬ 


ited. The many lethal mutations which often cause sponta¬ 
neous abortions, estimated to be as many as one-third of all 
human conceptions, are also not passed on. 

The Recessive Character of 
Non-Neutral Mutations 

Mutations often produce defective proteins, but a muta¬ 
tion usually affects only one gene and humans have two 
sets of chromosomes. In the case of mutant recessive 
genes, the “insurance gene” can still produce the correct 
functioning protein. For this reason, only when both al¬ 
leles are recessive mutated genes is the organism usually 
adversely affected, such as the sickle cell anemia mutation. 
The organism with one mutation may have less of the nor¬ 
mal protein, but still can often function satisfactorily. A 
major exception to this occurs with the sex linked genes 
that are located on the X chromosome which have no cor¬ 
responding locus on the Y chromosome. Consequently, 
recessive genes located on the X chromosome, such as 
color blindness and hemophilia, are often expressed in 
males, but rarely in females. 

A major reason why improvements from mutations are 
highly unlikely and why mutations present little hope in 
producing evolutionary innovations is that most mutations 
are recessive and therefore must exist in pairs to be ex¬ 
pressed. The presence of a recessive mutant allele in the 
homozygous condition is an extremely unlikely possibility 
except in consanguinous marriages: 

When an allele of a gene is mutated to the new al¬ 
lele, it tends to be recessive and its effects are nor¬ 
mally masked by its partner allele. Only in the 
homozygous condition can such mutant genes be ex¬ 
pressed. Thus a population carries a reservoir of mu¬ 
tant recessive genes, some of which are lethal when 
homozygous but which are rarely present in the ho¬ 
mozygous condition. Inbreeding encourages the for¬ 
mation of homozygotes and increases the probability 
of recessive mutants being expressed in the pheno¬ 
type (Hickman, Roberts and Larson, 1997 p. 79). 

Both beneficial and deleterious recessive mutations are 
more likely to be expressed in consanguinous marriages. 
This is one reason why marriage to close relatives is illegal 
or discouraged in many countries, and may be one of the 
reasons it was forbidden in the Bible. Serious health prob¬ 
lems result in animals produced by the inbreeding prac¬ 
ticed to produce thoroughbreds: a mutt or mongrel is often 
the healthiest animal. While discussing recessive alleles, it 
is important to note that in the case of dominant mutant 
genes, a defect in only one gene will often produce major 
problems. The result is production of a protein that does 
not fold properly, and for this reason is cut up by the cells’ 
proteolytic system. Lack of a functional protein can cause 
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an illness, or a defective protein can be poisonous to one or 
more cellular systems. Furthermore, mutations that affect 
only one gene may cause mispairing during meiosis and 
may well be lethal. 

The Demise of Even Helpful Mutations 

Most mutations, even if they have positive selective values, 
will eventually be eradicated by random effects that have 
close to an equal probability of killing individuals carrying 
the beneficial mutation or any other member of the popu¬ 
lation (Spetner, 1997). Positive single mutations have only 
a small chance of survival: even if a single mutant ap¬ 
peared, it would likely vanish through random effects such 
as floods, disease, or predators much like the descendants 
of the animal without the mutant. Its positive selective 
value would do little to help it survive these random effects 
that work to destroy it. 

Consequently, a tendency exists for one new offspring 
per member of the population to survive long enough to 
reproduce. Organisms generally give birth to many more 
than one offspring. Frogs can lay hundreds of eggs several 
times during their lifetime, a herring will lay about 50,000 
eggs per year, an oyster can produce 100 million eggs in its 
lifetime, and a lower plant can produce a trillion spores 
(Spetner, 1997). Some cannot reproduce and others that 
can reproduce might not do so because of being eaten by 
predators or dying in a catastrophe such as a drought, flood 
or fire. Often, they die not through any fault in their own 
but through random events (Raup, 1991). 

An optimistic calculation suggests that an animal in a 
stable population produces an average of five offspring in 
its lifetime, an average of only one out of five will survive to 
reproduce. Therefore, the chances are only one out of five, 
or 20 percent, that a particular animal will survive long 
enough to reproduce. Furthermore, whether or not a fam¬ 
ily member survives is largely a matter of luck (Raup, 
1991). A mutant with a selective value 0.1 percent higher 
than its siblings means that its chances of surviving is 20.02 
percent instead of 20 percent (Spetner, 1997). A single 
mutant with a survival value of 0.1 percent better then its 
siblings in the first generation has a likelihood of survival of 
0.2002 compared to 0.2000, and of surviving 2 generations 
0.1347, and the chance that it would survive each succeed¬ 
ing generation is even less. For this reason, the chances of 
survival the first few generations are affected very little by 
the mutant’s selective value. Furthermore, four significant 
figures are required to see the difference between the mu¬ 
tant and the rest of the population. 

As a result, virtually all positive mutations are unlikely 
to play a role in evolution and a positive mutation normally 
can play a role in evolution only if many of that type occur 
simultaneously, which has close to a zero probability of oc¬ 


curring. Simpson (1969) and others have concluded that a 
single mutation has little chance of staying in a population. 
If the chance of one mutant surviving is 0.002, a gene mu¬ 
tation with a selective value of 0.1% will have only one 
chance in about 500 of surviving the random effects that 
tend to wipe it out (Spetner, 1997). If 500 mutations with a 
selective value of 0.1% existed, the chance that at least one 
would survive would still be only about .6. If 1000, their 
chances would be about .87, and only when there were 
about 2500 would their chance of surviving be more than 
99%. For this reason, positive mutations will take over the 
population only if many of them occur simultaneously, 
otherwise they will likely disappear (Spetner, 1997). 

The key to Darwin’s theory is that “slight modifications, 
which in any way favoured the individuals of any species, 
by better adapting them to their altered conditions, would 
tend to be preserved” (1872, pp. 82-84). The facts contra¬ 
dict Darwin’s belief that natural selection will preserve 
even the slightest variation and increase in number until it 
takes over the population. Most larger mammals and many 
other animals produce relatively few offspring in their life¬ 
time. Consequently, for most animals, relatively few exist 
to produce mutations, yet the variety of extant species types 
is now estimated to number in the multi-millions. Given 
this fact, if macroevolution were possible, it would be ex¬ 
tremely slow—and multi-millions of years would be re¬ 
quired for even minor species changes (Howe and Davis, 
1971). 

The fact that many genetic code sequences are shared 
by humans with many lower organisms, some of which are 
virtually identical, yet alleged to be many millions of evo¬ 
lutionary years apart, is also problematic for Darwinism. 
This is a problem because why stasis existed in these genes 
while other loci presumably underwent extensive changes 
often cannot be explained. For example, many human 
genes are so similar to yeast genes that “human DNA can 
be substituted for the equivalent yeast gene—and it works 
just as well” as far as we can determine (Pines, 2001, p. 10). 
Yet evolutionists claim the two are separated by “over at 
least a billion years of evolution.” And the finding that 
many human and yeast genes are identical, or very similar, 
is put in proper perspective when it is noted that many hu¬ 
man genes consist of thousands of base pairs. It will not suf¬ 
fice to ignore the problem by claiming, as certain Darwin 
apologists do, that these similar sequences were simply 
“conserved” by selection across many eons of evolutionary 
time while other genes evolved. The “conserved” label 
does not explain the problem, but only identifies it. 

For example, one of the larger genes, the gene for hu¬ 
man growth hormone, is 150,000 base pairs in length 
(Jaroff, 1991, p. 52). A defect in the gene that causes 
neurofibromatosis occurs in a series of small exons spread 
over at least a 200,000 base pair section of chromosome 
number 17 (Jarroff, 1991, p. 60). Many of the code differ- 
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ences result in small but necessary differences between or¬ 
ganisms, although some make no difference. Even 
assuming that evolution is valid, these relatively small 
changes in the genes also would reveal the extremely slow 
rate of change that mutations cause. 

The Reasons Why Non-Neutral 
Mutations Are Usually Fatal 

Negative mutations produce quite a different effect from 
neutral/beneficial mutations. A major problem for the mu¬ 
tation theory is the fact that gene functions are highly inter¬ 
related and damage to one gene usually has effects on 
many systems. Most genes are pleiotropic, meaning that 
they have multiple effects, and if both are damaged, ad¬ 
verse effects can result in many different organs and func¬ 
tions (Jorde et al., 1997 p. 72). One reason why genes are 
pleiotropic is that they produce enzymes that are part of 
shared biochemical pathways. As a result, when pleio¬ 
tropic genes mutate, many problems result. This is why ge¬ 
netic disorders typically cause “complex, multiorgan, and 
systemic conditions” (Jorde et ah, 1997 p. 232). Even if a 
mutation is clearly beneficial in some way, many muta¬ 
tions will have major adverse affects on the organism due 
to the pleiotropic effect. 

Given a sequence of several hundred amino acids, a sin¬ 
gle mutation can result in a misshaped protein that may 
render the entire protein non-functional. A defective pro¬ 
tein can also often cause the entire structure that the pro¬ 
tein is part of to be defective, and as a result produce 
disease. A typographical error in any one word in a sen¬ 
tence will likely render the entire sentence incorrect—an 
analogy that is limited because a sentence may function 
with certain typographical errors if readers can discern its 
meaning by the use of intelligence. With proteins, one in¬ 
correct amino acid can result in an error in a protein that 
can produce a useless protein. If the protein is an enzyme, 
it can adversely affect all of the structures that the enzyme 
works on. As a result a single or only a few changes in the 
DNA code often can have drastic effects. 

Mutations Cause Devolution 

“Devolution” is the corruption of the genome. The accu¬ 
mulation of mutations has caused the defective gene load 
gradually to increase until now an estimated 5,000 muta¬ 
tion-caused diseases exist in humans (Cotran, 1999). Some 
mutations are much more frequent than others, with cer¬ 
tain mutations having evidently occurred only once or a few 
times in history. It is for this reason that certain mutations 
are often found only in specific populations and can some¬ 
times be traced back to their source. Sickle-cell anemia has 


been putatively traced to an African who lived in Sudan, 
East Africa, and from there spread “along with slash-and- 
burn agriculture” (Weiss and Mann, 1990, p. 491). 

We would also expect that the farther back we go in his¬ 
tory, the fewer the number of disease causing mutations 
would have been in the human gene pool. This is clear evi¬ 
dence for devolution because the farther back in history, 
the more perfect our genome would have been. An esti¬ 
mated 80 to 85 percent of mutations are familial, and the 
rest are acquired de novo by the affected individuals 
(Cotran, 1999). As the mutation load increases, more and 
more mutation-caused diseases enter the human gene 
pool. Spetner noted that: 

all mutations studied destroy information. None of 
them can serve as an example of a mutation that can 
lead to the large changes of macroevolution. The 
neo-Darwinians would like us to believe that large 
evolutionary changes can result from a series of small 
events if there are enough of them. But if these 
events all lose information they can’t be the steps in 
the kind of evolution the NDT [Neo-Darwinian 
Theory] is supposed to explain, no matter how many 
mutations there are. Whoever thinks macroevo¬ 
lution can be made by mutations that lose informa¬ 
tion is like the merchant who lost a little money on 
every sale but thought he could make it up on vol¬ 
ume (Spetner, 1997, p. 160). 

Spetner’s conclusion is also supported by the fact that ge¬ 
netic repair systems insure that most all mutations will be 
corrected. Primarily those genes that have mutation hot 
spots will produce unrepaired mutations, and it is these hot¬ 
spot mutations that cause devolution. The major way that 
this problem can be dealt with is by the use of genetic engi¬ 
neering to develop gene therapy methods to circumvent 
mutations. For hemophilia, for example, temporary relief 
can be obtained by injecting patients with factor VIII pro¬ 
tein, the clotting mechanism that their blood lacks. But any 
permanent correction will require the deliver of working 
copies of the genome into the patient’s genes by the use of 
retroviruses as vectors (Adams, Knowler, and Leader, 1992). 

The evidence produced from tracing mutations back in 
time reveals that, although some have occurred repeat¬ 
edly, such as Duchenne muscular dystrophy, certain other 
gene mutations evidently are relatively uncommon, such 
as Tay-Sachs disease (amaurotic familial idiocy ) or sickle 
cell anemia (Livingstone, 1976). Mutations are common 
in the case of Duchenne Muscular dystrophy because the 
DMD gene is the largest known human gene. It is 2.4 mil¬ 
lion DNA base pairs long and produces 14 Kb of mRNA 
which manufactures a protein chain that consists of 3685 
amino acid residues! The larger the gene, the greater the 
likelihood of a mutation because larger targets are more 
likely to be damaged by cosmic rays, and the more the 
bases, the greater the likelihood that any one will be dam- 
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aged by any type of mutation. The gene codes for dystro¬ 
phin, which is involved in maintaining the integrity of the 
cells’ cytoskeleton (Jorde et al., 1997). 

Conclusions 

There exists a huge number of possible gene sets in the 
over a million known species, and there also exists a high 
level of trait variation within each species. No historical ev¬ 
idence exists, however, to support the contention that mu¬ 
tations have produced a new order, a new family, a single 
major biological innovation (such as a wing), or even a sin¬ 
gle useful gene (Rust, 1992; Spetner, 1997). 

Recombination and other natural means of producing 
variety have evidently produced most if not all of the “new” 
characteristics observed, such as the minor variations com¬ 
mon in existing genotypes (Cain et ah, 1999). This is not 
Darwinian evolution, but merely the formation of new 
traits from novel combinations of genes that already exist 
in the family gene pooh Only qualities which already exist 
in the gene pool can be “developed” or altered by selective 
breeding. 

Major variations within the animal and plant world can 
be accomplished only by intelligent selection. But even 
then, when left to themselves, the selected traits that hu¬ 
mans produce from deliberate animal interbreeding are 
usually lost in the wild state. Their progeny soon revert 
back to the original wild type as in the case of wild dogs. 
The gap between different major groups of animals has not 
been narrowed by breeding as Darwin wrongly predicted it 
would be. 

One may conclude from the empirical evidence that 
the primary effect of mutations is to weaken and kill be¬ 
cause few if any mutations are clearly beneficial. Although 
there are many varieties of life that can interbreed with 
similar organisms to produce virile offspring, various gene 
mechanisms and natural selection often destroy any variet¬ 
ies that stray too far from the norm, insuring that each 
group continues to bring forth only “after its kind,” as the 
Bible states. Natural selection operates as a conserving 
mechanism which reduces the mutation load, and re¬ 
search has found that mutations are established in a breed¬ 
ing population at a very slow rate (Howe and Davis, 1971, 
pp. 37, 40-44). Nor can mutations account for the origin 
of the gene loci themselves. The answer lies in what is viv¬ 
idly seen everywhere in our physical world: the Creator’s 
design and intelligence. 

Acknowledgments 

1 want to thank Bert Thompson, Ph.D., David Demick, 
M.D., Robert Kofahl. Ph.D., Wayne Frair, Ph.D., John 


Woodmorappe, M.A., George F. Howe, Ph.D., and two 
anonymous reviewers for their comments on earlier draffs 
of this article. 

References 

CRSQ: Creation Research Society Quarterly. 

JAMA: Journal of the American Medical Association. 
Adams, Roger P.L., John L. Knowler, and David Leader. 
1992. The biochemistry of nucleic acids. Chapman and 
Hall, New York. 

Beisner, E. Calvin. 1987. Mutation fixation: A dead end 
for macro-evolution. Institute for Creation Research: 
Impact, No. 166. 

Bergman, Jerry. 1992. Some biological problems with the 
natural selection theory. CRSQ 29(3): 146-158. 

Black, J. 1999. Microbiology; principles and explorations. 

Prentice-Hall, Upper Saddle River, NY. 

Cain, Michael, Hans Damman, Robert Lue, and Carol 
Yoon. 1999. Discover biology. Sinaur, New York. 

Clark, M.S. and W. J. Wall. 1996. Chromosomes; the com¬ 
plex code. Chapman and Hall, London. 

Cotran, Ramzi. 1999. Robbins pathologic basis of disease. 
Saunders, Philadelphia, PA. 

Darwin, Charles. 1872. The descent of man and selection in 
relation to sex. Modern Library Reprint, Murry, Lon¬ 
don. 

DeVries, Hugo. 1910. The mutation theory. Open Court. 
London. 

Feigle, Dorothy, John W. Hill and Erwin Boschmann. 

1991. Foundations of life. Macmillan, New York. 
Friedberg, Errol, Graham Walker, and Wolfram Siede. 
1995. DNA repair and mutagenesis. American Society 
of Microbiology Press, Washington, D.C. 

Gamlin, Linda and Gayle Vines. 1991. The evolution of 
life. Oxford University Press, New York. 

Gonick, Larry and Mark Wheelis. 1991. Genetics. Harper, 
New York. 

Gould, Stephen. 1989. Wonderful life. Norton, New York. 
Hickman, Cleve, Larry Roberts, and Allan Larson. 1997. 

Biology of animals. WCB/McGraw Hill, New York. 
Howe, George F. and P. William Davis. 1971. Natural se¬ 
lection reexamined. CRSQ 8( 1):30—43. 

Jaroff, Leon. 1991. The new genetics. Whittle Direct 
Books, New York. 

Jorde, Lynn, John Carey, and Raymond White. 1997. 

Medical genetics. Mosby, St. Louis. 

Lammerts, Walter (editor). 1971. Planned induction of 
commercially desirable variation of roses by neutron ra¬ 
diation. Scientific Studies in Special Creation, pp. 269- 
284. Creation Research Society Books, St. Joseph, MO. 
Lester, Lane P. 1995. Genetics: enemy of evolution. 
CRSQ 31(4):Copy ‘n’ Share. 



Volume 38, March 2002 


189 


Leu, K.C. and K.A. Dill. 1990. Theory for protein mutabil¬ 
ity and biogenesis. Proceedings of the National Academy 
of Science 87:638-642. 

Livingstone, Frank B. 1976. Hemoglobin history in West 
Africa. Human Biology 48:487-500. 

Mader, Sylvia S. 1998. Biology. W.C. Brown, Dubuque, 
IA. 

Mak, V., J. Zielenski, L.C. Tsui, P. Durie, A. Zine, S. Mar¬ 
tin, T.B. Longley, and K.A. Jarvi. 1999. Proportion of 
cystic fibrosis gene mutations not detected by routine 
testing in men with obstructive azoospermia. JAMA 
281(23):2217—2224. 

Nussenzweig, M.C. 1998. Immune receptor editing: re¬ 
vise and select. Cell 95(7):875—878. 

Peck, Joel and Adam Eyre-Walker. 1997. The muddle 
about mutations. Nature 387: 135-136. 

Pines, Maya. 2001. A robot that tracks all the genes in a cell 
reveals key patterns. The genes we share with yeast, flies, 
worms and mice. Howard Hughes Medical Institute, 
Chevy Chase, MD. 

Price, Peter W. 1996. Biological evolution. Saunders, New 
York. 

Raup, David. 1991. Extinction; bad genes or bad luck? 
Norton, New York. 


Rust, Peter. 1992. How has life and its diversity been pro¬ 
duced? Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith 
49(2):80-94. 

Sedivy, John and Alexandra Joyner. 1992. Gene targeting. 
W.H. Freeman, New York. 

Sharon, Jacqueline. 1998. Basic Immunology. Williams 
and Wilkins, Baltimore. 

Sharp, Doug. 1977. Interdependence in macromolecule 
synthesis: evidence for design. CRSQ 14(1): 54-60. 

Simpson, George Gaylord. 1969. The major features of evo¬ 
lution. Columbia University Press, New York. 

Spetner, Lee. 1997. Not by chance! Judaica Press, New 
York. 

Tinkle, William J. 1967. Heredity: a study in science and 
the hible. St. Thomas Press, Houston, TX. 

Watson, James D., Michael Gilman, Jan Witkowski, and 
Mark Zoller. 1992. Recombinant DNA. (second edi¬ 
tion). Scientific American Books, New York. 

Weiss, Mark L. and Alan E. Mann. 1990. Human biology 
and behavior. Scott Foresman/Little Brown, Glenview, 
IL. 

Wilson, I.J. and D.J. Balding. 1998. Genealogical infer¬ 
ence from microsatellite data. Genetics 150( 1):499— 
510. 


Scientists Speak About the Origin of Insects 

Today two-thirds of all species on the earth are flying insects, and their ways of life and ecological niches are almost incom¬ 
prehensibly diverse. 

James H. Marden, The Sciences Nov/Dec 1995, p. 26 

The fossil record does not give any information on the origin of insects. 

The New Encyclopedia Britannica, Vol. 19, 15th edition, 1986, p. 804 

Certain modern species are reasonably similar, in their anatomy, to fossils of winged insects dating back 325 million years. 
The problem is, wings appear in the fossil record already fully formed. 

James H. Marden, ibid. p. 27 

What could be more familiar than the hover and dart of a fruit fly, going about its business? And what could be more myste¬ 
rious? Thirty-odd muscle pairs, in coordinated motion, flap the wings up and down 200 times a second —rapidly enough to 
sing a baritone G below middle C. Biologists have tried for decades to sort out the complexities of insect flight. The wing 
hinge, where the wing joins the thorax of the insect, is, in the words of Michael H. Dickinson, a neuroethologist at the Uni¬ 
versity of Chicago, “the most morphologically complex joint in the animal kingdom.” 

Mary B. Aberlin, The Sciences, Nov/Dec 1995, p. 13 

So miraculous a thing is insect flight that nearly all insect biologists believe it could have evolved only once. 

James H. Marden, ibid. p. 28 
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Vision 

Don B. DeYoung* 


Abstract 


For mankind as well as for the animal world, eye¬ 
sight is a compelling testimony to creative design. 
Continuing research reveals the complexity of vi¬ 


sion for every creature, whether living in the past or 
present. This article reviews recent studies of eye¬ 
sight in people, trilobites, parasites, and dinosaurs. 


Human Eyesight 

This Quarterly has a rich tradition of articles about animal 
and human vision, especially by author H.S. Hamilton 
(1985; 1986; 1987a, b, c; 1991; 1993). To continue this 
theme, there has been much recent discussion about the 
light-sensitive portion of our eye, the retina. Naive critics 
have declared that our eye is poorly designed because its 
rods and cones are oriented away from incoming light 
(Dawkins, 1996). In rebuttal, technical reasons for this de¬ 
signed arrangement have been thoroughly presented by 
creationists (Gillen et al., 1999). Those who ridicule 
design in nature, whether it be human eyesight or the 
panda’s unique thumb (Gould, 1980), reveal their own 
limited understanding of physiology. Critics of intelligent 
design in nature might well be challenged not only to sug¬ 
gest improvements, but also to build working models that 
can successfully replace the original visual equipment for 
a lifetime. It will be a long wait before this happens! Two 
additional design features of the human eye will be pre¬ 
sented here. 

Kobayashi and Kobshima (1997) have discussed the 
white area called the sclera or sclerotic coat that surrounds 
the colored iris. A survey shows that no animal among the 
100 primate species shows the light-dark (sclera/iris) eye 
color contrast found in humans. The unusual “whites” of 
human eyes have no obvious natural selection survival 
value. In fact, in evolutionary thinking, the white sclera 
would appear to be detrimental since it raises visibility to 
possible predators. On the plus side, however, this unique 
eye feature allows us a great range of communication in¬ 
volving eye movement. Our eyes display emotions and 
much other information to others. This ability of human 
eye expression surely is a gift from the Creator (Samples, 
2000). The white sclera is one of many distinctives that set 
people entirely apart from the animal world. 
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Another feature of the human eye is its rapid healing 
ability. Eye patients experience rapid improvement and re¬ 
covery from surgery. Many corrective procedures have 
been developed in recent years: 

1948 Keratomileusis 

1963 Radial keratectomy (RK) 

1975 Photorefractive keratectomy (PRK) 

1989 Automated lamellar keratoplasty (ALK) 
1992 Laser in situ keratomileusis (LASIK) 

The aspects of each surgery and recovery listed support 
creation. The LASIK procedure will be further described 
as an example. In this operation a surface flap is cut and 
pulled away from the cornea. A laser then vaporizes tissue 
to reshape the cornea, after which the corneal flap is re¬ 
turned for healing. The affected cornea surface tissue is 
called epithelium. It quickly heals from the laser process, 
usually within 3-5 days. There have been isolated prob¬ 
lems with LASIK, but it has provided a near-miracle of 
improved vision for millions of patients worldwide. The 
Creator made the eye with a rich supply of blood vessels 
and a vigorous healing mechanism in place. Long before 
modern eye surgery, William Paley wrote about the design 
of human vision, “Were there no example in the world of 
contrivance [design], except the eye, it would be alone suf¬ 
ficient to support the conclusion which we draw from it” 
(Paley, 1802, p.60). 

Trilobites 

Trilobite fossils were first scientifically studied three centu¬ 
ries ago (Taylor, 2000). Since then, entire books have been 
dedicated to this extinct marine arthropod (Levi-Setti, 
1993; Fortney, 2000). Of special interest is the trilobite 
eye, a wonder of design, having a compound lens consist¬ 
ing of hundreds of facets called ommatidia. Each tiny lens 
is made of transparent, crystalline calcite, CaCO^. The 
clear form of calcite, also called Iceland spar, has the un- 
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F igure 1. An illustration of the birefringence of calcite. 
Light passing through the crystal divides into two sepa¬ 
rate paths, causing a double image. 


usual optical property called birefringence or double re¬ 
fraction. Light passing through the crystal usually divides 
into two distinct paths with perpendicular polarizations. A 
view through clear calcite therefore appears double (Fig¬ 
ure 1). However, the trilobite did not have double or 
blurred vision. Instead, there is one particular optical axis 
through calcite where the two light paths overlap and stay 
together. The calcite eye lens of the trilobite were exactly 
aligned along this optical axis, for clear vision. 

One species of trilobite called Phacops formed eye 
lenses that were spherical in shape. Such lenses usually 
distort images, a situation called spherical aberration, a 
common problem in optics. But in the Phacops this distor¬ 
tion was corrected by magnesium atoms that were incorpo¬ 
rated into portions of the calcite lens. This impurity altered 
light refraction within the lens just enough to cancel out 
the aberration totally, another example of intelligent de¬ 
sign (Taylor, 2000; Wise 1989). 

Clearly, trilobites were expertly designed for clear vi¬ 
sion in their habitat beneath shallow seas. Yet this creature 
supposedly lived during the Paleozoic era, 250-570 mil¬ 
lion years ago. The trilobites are considered to have been 
an index fossil, part of the “Cambrian explosion” of life. 
This theoretical ancient time span is assumed to have 
elapsed before the dinosaurs came into being, a time when 
life is thought to have been simple and primitive. The trilo¬ 
bite optical system, however, was far from simple. In fact its 
eyes were more “advanced” than human eyesight. 

Xenos Peckii 

Buschbeck, Ehmer, and Hoy (1999) report an unusual dis¬ 
covery regarding a tiny parasitic insect that lives inside the 
bodies of paper wasps. The females are sightless, while the 


males have compound eyes somewhat similar to many 
other insects. The male Xenos peckii, however, is highly 
unusual in that each of its many tiny lenses is a complete 
eye. That is, each of its 50 or more “eyelets” has its own in¬ 
dependent retina and set of receptors. This allows the in¬ 
sect’s brain to combine several overlapping fields of vision. 
When light passes through a convex eye lens, whether that 
of a person or an animal, the image is inverted on the ret¬ 
ina. The brain then reinverts this image. But this leads to a 
special challenge for Xenos peckii. As Figure 2 shows, in¬ 
verting the entire final mosaic image does not suffice. The 
combined image from multiple lenses would be scram¬ 
bled. Instead, the separate images must be reinverted be¬ 
fore they are added together. In other words, “points in 
optical space [need to be] adjacent in their neural repre¬ 
sentation” (Buschbeck, etal., 1999, p. 1179). However this 
occurs, the result is an exceptionally high resolution of de¬ 
tail. In contrast, the compound lenses of most insects uti¬ 
lize a single common retina. Then, each lens focuses light 
on just a few receptors, each with a field of view of only 
about one-degree. 

The conclusion is that while most insects can detect 
motion but little detail, Xenos peckii clearly sees both mo¬ 
tion and detail. Scientists are puzzled by the “advanced” 
optics of this insect (Jaroff, 1999). The male Xenos peckii 
lives only about six hours after taking flight from its wasp 
host. Its good eyesight may be what enables it to find a fe¬ 
male before expiring, along with the scent of pheromone. 
Incidentally, the trilobite, discussed earlier, also was pro¬ 
vided with a similar system of multiple complete eyes. 

Dinosaurs 

In the past it was often assumed that dinosaurs had poor vi¬ 
sion. After all, they were considered to be simple, prehis¬ 
toric animals. Tyrannosaurus rex, for example, was thought 
to lack depth perception. The work of computer scientist 
Kent Stevens has radically changed this false assumption 
(Coates, 1998; DeYoung, 2000). Stevens placed glass eyes 
within the eye sockets of dinosaur models and then mea- 
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Figure 2. (a) The small squares respresent the individual 
fields of vision of the Xenos eyelets, (b) Each Xenos lens 
inverts the image on its retina, (c) If the Xenos brain 
invets the mosaic as a whole, the image is distorted. In¬ 
stead, the images must be separately inverted by the 
brain to produce the original field. 
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sured their possible range of view. The T. rex was found to 
have about 50 degrees of binocular vision in the forward re¬ 
gion where its two eyes overlapped. This overlap would 
have permitted excellent stereo or three-dimensional vi¬ 
sion for the dinosaur. For comparison, an alligator has only 
20 degrees of overlap, while a house cat has about 130 de¬ 
grees. 

The optical studies also show that visually, T. rex did not 
have to rely on the movement of subjects in order to detect 
them. In the Jurassic Park movie (1993), the characters 
avoid detection by T. rex simply by not moving, a notion 
now considered incorrect. Tyrannosaur vision was proba¬ 
bly very acute, like many animals today. Another dinosaur 
skull studied by Stevens, that of the Carcharondontosaur, 
had eyes with very little overlap and therefore less depth 
perception. Like many animals today, dinosaurs probably 
displayed great variety in their vision. Each was superbly 
engineered for its particular lifestyle. The enlarged eyes of 
many dinosaur species suggest that they could see colors, 
as do many mammals, birds, crocodiles, and fish today. 

Conclusion 

We have considered briefly the eyesight of humans, trilo- 
bites, Xenos peckii , and dinosaurs. Each mechanism is 
uniquely designed for successful vision. In the animal 
world there are more than 40 distinct types of eye struc¬ 
ture. Evolutionary theory must assume that each of these 
cases formed separately, and by chance. Instead, however, 
eyesight declares the Creator’s care for Elis creatures. 
Psalm 94:9 asks, “Does he who implanted the ear not hear? 
Does he who formed the eye not see?” Eyesight affirms a 
positive answer to this question. 
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Erratum 

CRSQ 38(3), December 2001, page 159. In the Panorama Note, “The Growth Rate of 
Muhlenbergia torreyi (Ring Muhly Grass) Colonies in Central Arizona” by George F. Howe and 
John R. Meyer, Figure 1 was printed upside down. The corrected photograph is at the right. 

Figure 1. Colony number 8 of Muhlenbergia torreyi after two growing seasons. Note how the 
arc has grown 7 cm in what is a SSW direction (to the left and down), leaving the rebar peg be¬ 
hind. Small white dot to the left of the peg is an artifact. 
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The Crucial Importance of Epistemology and Correctly Defining Science 
for the Cause of Creation and Intelligent Design 

Robert E. KofahE 


Abstract 


In the creation/evolution debate much misunder¬ 
standing and error arise from differing definitions 
of science and conflicting epistemologies. Crea¬ 
tionists rightly hold secularists guilty of distorting 
the definition of science by injecting it with their 
epistemology and their assumption of a closed ma¬ 
terialistic universe. Conversely, some Christians 
would inject their belief in God and Ilis miracu¬ 


lous works into scientific hypotheses, calling it 
“theistic science.” Some in the Intelligent Design 
(ID) movement develop this further, classifying 
intelligent design as a scientific concept. The appli¬ 
cation of philosopher of science Karl Popper’s “cri¬ 
terion of demarcation” and the process of 
“conjectures and refutations” is proposed to correct 
these errors. 


Two Competing Epistemologies for Science Defined and Contrasted 


A disturbing aspect of current discussion of Creation ver¬ 
sus Evolution in general and Intelligent Design(ID) in par¬ 
ticular is the apparent unwillingness of Christians to 
recognize and candidly profess their commitment to an 
epistemology that is radically contrary to that embraced by 
their secularist opponents. The epistemology of Christians 
is grounded in their faith in the Scriptures of the Old and 
New Testaments and in their divine Lord and Savior, Jesus 
Christ, who is the center of the biblical revelation. Thus, 
we Christians are not commanded to believe in divine spe¬ 
cial creation of all things in the beginning because we are 
persuaded by scientific evidence and logic. No, we are sur¬ 
rendered to Jesus Christas “Lord ofall”(Acts 10:36), under 
whose feet the Lather put all things and made Him “head 
over all things to the church” (Ephesians. 1:22). Jesus, 
God the Son, is sovereign Creator, Ruler, and Sustainer of 
the universe and all its creatures (Hebrews 1:2-3). He com¬ 
mands us to believe the writings of His prophet, Moses 
(John 5:45-47). What did Moses write about first of all? He 
wrote about God’s creating all things by the word of His 
power, in the space of six days, and all very good (Genesis 
1). Consequently, we Christians are to walk by faith, not by 
sight (2 Corinthians. 5:7). Thus in this life we will never 
possess sufficient scientific knowledge to be able to say, I 
can prove my faith by science, apart from my faith in the 
Lord Jesus Christ. “By faith we understand that the worlds 
were framed by the word of God, so that the things which 
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are seen were not made of things which are visible” (He¬ 
brews 1:3). Lurthermore, is not intelligent design advo¬ 
cated by the Apostle Paul in Romans 1:19-20? And if we 
Christians are to have an impact for the glory of God upon 
the lost souls who dominate the scholarly and scientific Es¬ 
tablishment, as well as upon those ordinary citizens whom 
they influence so powerfully, should we not strive to be 
candid as well as wise and gracious concerning what we re¬ 
ally are? (Matthew 5:13-16) 

The Christian and secular epistemologies for science 
are defined and contrasted as follows: 

• Secularist epistemology: There is but one channel to 
valid knowledge of the natural order that science exam¬ 
ines, the human enterprise called empirical science. 
This epistemology is a logical application of the positivist 
philosophy of Auguste Comte. 

• Christian epistemology: There are at least two channels 
to valid knowledge of the natural order, empirical sci¬ 
ence and divine special revelation in the Scriptures of 
the Old and New Testaments. 

Charles Darwin, in 1838, less than two years after his 
five-year voyage around the world on the H.M.S. Beagle, 
while he was immersed in his secret brainstorming to de¬ 
vise a scientific explanation for evolution, read a review of 
Auguste Comte’s Corns de philosophic positive. He imme¬ 
diately embraced Comte’s positivism as the base for his 
own philosophy of science (Darwin, 1987). A major tenet 
of positivism is that the only source of valid knowledge is 
observation through the natural senses. The modern secu¬ 
larist epistemology of science, defined above, follows logi¬ 
cally from Comte’s positivism. This is because both are 
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grounded in the assumption of a purely naturalistic view of 
the world and man’s relation to it, and the instruments of 
science are extensions of our natural senses. 

Attempts to Inject Faith into the 
Definition of Empirical Science 

What I have called “the original sin in the garden of sci¬ 
ence,” was perpetrated by secularist scientists who, over a 
century ago, began injecting into the definition of science 
their philosophical/religious/irreligious assumption of a 
closed, uncreated materialistic universe(Kofahl, 1989). 
However, science with its tools and method cannot prove 
this assumption to be fact. Consequently, it has no place in 
either the definition of science or the rules of its method. 
Nevertheless, in 1984 the National Academy of Sciences 
published an official document that advocates this philo¬ 
sophically biased definition of science: 

However, the goal of science is to seek naturalistic 
explanations for phenomena—and the origins of life, 
the earth, and the universe are, to scientists, such 
phenomena —within the framework of natural laws 
and principles and the operational rule of testability 
(National Academy of Sciences, 1984). 

Roughly since the time of Charles Darwin this has be¬ 
come the reigning view of science, effectively shutting the 
mouths of Christians in science and virtually all other 
fields of scholarly endeavor. It seriously restricts their 
freedom to practice science or scholarship in a manner 
commensurate with their biblical Christian faith. The sec¬ 
ularist enthusiasts who dominate science attempt to pun¬ 
ish and banish anybody who refuses to embrace their 
“original sin,” which was their injecting their materialistic 
philosophy into the definition of science. 

Several well-meant but flawed attempts have been 
made by Christians to counter the secularist distortion of 
the definition of science. One creationist tactic aimed at 
science teaching in public schools made use of the con¬ 
cept of “abrupt appearance” of new kinds of animals and 
plants in the fossil record. The idea was that, by using this 
term and teaching students about the gaps in the fossil re¬ 
cord, the students would then be free to draw their own 
conclusions as to whether or not “abrupt appearance” of 
new types in the fossil record points to evolution or to spe¬ 
cial divine creation. In two notorious trials, one of which 
went from Louisiana all the way to the U.S. Supreme 
Court, the creationist case went down to judicial defeat. 

A more recent tactic used by creationists to regain some 
influence for Christians in the scientific enterprise in¬ 
volves justifying the injection of God and divine miracu¬ 
lous activity into scientific hypotheses and theories. This 
approach was initiated by J. P. Moreland in his book, 
Christianity and the Nature of Science (1989). More re¬ 


cently he gave the name “theistic science” to this approach 
to scientific research (Moreland, 1994). 

A required preparation for the promotion of the con¬ 
cept of “theistic science” is necessarily the overthrow of 
Karl Popper’s “criterion of demarcation.” This is the re¬ 
quirement that all hypotheses of empirical science must 
be so constructed that they are subject to falsification on 
the basis of suitable empirical data (Popper, 1965, pp. 31- 
37). The need to dispose of Popper arises from the fact that, 
if Popper is right, any reference to God or divine activity in¬ 
side of a hypothesis renders it non-falsifiable, and therefore 
non-scientific. This follows from the fact that God and His 
divine miraculous operations in nature cannot be ob¬ 
served, measured, manipulated or tested by the tools and 
procedures of science. Thus there is no way empirically to 
falsify an assertion about God or His operations. Conse¬ 
quently, any hypothesis that references God or His miracu¬ 
lous works of creation is to that degree rendered non- 
scientific. 

The Problem of Induction Solved 

through Deductive Logic 

British philosopher Francis Bacon in 1620 “characterized 
well-conducted empirical science as the advance by in¬ 
duction from ‘senses and particulars’ to ‘the highest gener¬ 
alities’ about ‘the inner and further recesses of nature’” 
(Miller, 1994, p. 97). Bacon felt that careful observations 
of nature would lead to intuitive perception of the essence 
or true nature of the thing observed (Popper, 1965, p. 12). 
In 1739 English philosopher David Hume effectively de¬ 
molished induction (Miller, 1994, p. 52). However, he un¬ 
fortunately extended his skepticism to reject reason itself. 
In the 20th century Austrian philosopher Karl Popper 
solved the problem of induction by showing how deduc¬ 
tive logic lies at the heart of the method of empirical 
science (Popper, 1959, pp. 40-48; 1965, 33-59). His crite¬ 
rion of demarcation between empirical science and other 
forms of knowledge is the requirement that a hypothesis or 
theory of science must be so constructed that it is subject to 
possible rejection on the basis of suitable new empirical 
data. Therefore, progress in scientific knowledge occurs 
through a process of clearing away errors and putting for¬ 
ward new testable hypotheses. Popper called this the 
method of “conjectures and refutations.” 

Objections by a number philosophers of science to Pop¬ 
per’s criterion of demarcation have been around for quite a 
few years, but they have been successfully rebutted 
(Miller, 1994, pp. 1-49). Although gainsayers still exist, it 
appears that today the large majority of practicing scientists 
support Popper’s criterion of demarcation between empiri¬ 
cal science and other forms of knowledge. I issue a chal¬ 
lenge to anybody to find a practicing research scientist who 
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agrees that a hypothesis constructed so that it cannot be 
subjected to empirical falsification can properly be classi¬ 
fied as a hypothesis of empirical science. In this regard it is 
significant that, following the death of Karl Popper in 
1994, the journal Nature published two memorial notes 
honoring the great man. The view was expressed that Pop¬ 
per’s contributions to science are permanent. Let us add 
the observation that the valuable contributions of Polanyi 
and Kuhn to understanding the human, philosophical, 
and social aspects of the scientific enterprise in no way in¬ 
validate Karl Popper’s emphasis on the criterion of demar¬ 
cation. Furthermore, I maintain that Popper’s criterion of 
demarcation between empirical science and other forms 
of knowledge does not contradict our Christian commit¬ 
ment to the verbal plenary inspiration and subsequent in¬ 
errancy of the Scriptures. And as we suggested above, it is 
because of this commitment that we believe in divine spe¬ 
cial creation. 

David Miller, Professor of Philosophy at the University 
of Warwick in the United Kingdom, is a specialist with 
international reputation in the field of the philosophy of 
science. Long a friend and associate of Popper, Miller 
powerfully supports, on occasion criticizes, and extends 
Popper’s work (Miller, 1999a; 1999b). Thus Popper con¬ 
tinues to be a fundamental influence in the practice of sci¬ 
ence. A five-day international Congress is being organized 
by the Karl Popper Institut in Vienna. It will be devoted to 
Popper’s work in over a dozen different fields of knowledge 
(Karl Popper Institut, 2001). 

The arguments of the advocates of theistic science 
against Popper are neither persuasive nor final. So the cri¬ 
terion of demarcation remains as a barrier to the intention 
to bring God and His divine miracles inside of scientific 
hypotheses. Indeed, if the secularists are wrong to inject 
their philosophy into the definition of science%and they 
are%how can we Christians defend the injection of our 
philosophy into the definition of science? No, the correct 
definition of science is philosophically neutral and there¬ 
fore excludes both philosophical naturalism and biblical 
theism from scientific hypotheses. As Nobel Laureate Sir 
Peter Medawar once said in an interview, “There is noth¬ 
ing more to science than its method. And Popper has ex¬ 
plained the method.” The case for “theistic science,” 
which has yet to be defined precisely, has failed to achieve 
acceptance outside of some Christian creationist circles. 

The Intelligent Design (ID) Movement 

The most recent effort by Christians to influence the 
course of science is the campaign to promote the concept 
of Intelligent Design (ID) in nature, which is good, but 
also to classify Intelligent Design as a scientific principle, 
which is very questionable. The primary goal of this cam¬ 


paign is laudable and is certainly supported by the Scrip¬ 
tures (Romans 1:19-20). On the other hand, we see some 
regrettable aspects of this campaign or program. First, 
there is the tendency to avoid acknowledging the Christian 
commitment to a peculiar epistemology that runs counter 
to the secularist epistemology. This shortcoming was men¬ 
tioned in our opening paragraph above. Then there is the 
effort to make ID into a principle of empirical science. A 
number of very capable people are involved in this enter¬ 
prise, and they have done some excellent work in elucidat¬ 
ing and analyzing striking examples of complex biological 
systems that defy explanation in terms of evolutionary the¬ 
ory. Careful analysis of these systems strongly suggests that 
they are irreducibly complex. Therefore, their origin could 
not be by incremental evolution by mutation and natural 
selection, starting with a hypothetical “simpler proto sys¬ 
tem” that must possess minimal complexity in order to be 
functional and thereby subject to natural selection (Behe, 
1996, pp. 39-48). 

What Is Valid Scientific Reasoning 
with Respect to ID? 

As Helen Fryman reports in the publication Creation Mat¬ 
ters, William Dembski explained his “Dembski’s filter” 
reasoning for ID with the following words: “. . .roughly 
speaking the filter asks three questions and in the following 
order: (1) Does a law explain it [i.e., the origin of some nat¬ 
ural information-rich complex system]? (2) Does chance 
explain it? (3) Does design explain it?” (Fryman, 2000). 
Dembski reasons that if points (1) and (2) do not provide 
an explanation, ID can then be seriously considered. But is 
this scientific reasoning and does it make ID a scientific 
concept? 

Dembski’s point (1) should be rephrased, “Is there a test¬ 
able scientific hypothesis, erected within the framework of 
established natural laws, that purportedly explains the origin 
of the complex system under consideration?” At this point 
the core policy of the scientific method comes into play, 
namely, rigorous skepticism. In his book, Critical Rational¬ 
ism, David Miller explains why rough treatment should be 
applied to all hypotheses (1994). Every hypothesis must be 
subjected to rigorous empirical testing, and this is where 
evolutionary science fails. For example, it is apparent that 
no testable theory has ever been published for the evolution¬ 
ary “creation” of a single new complex biochemical system 
(Behe, 1996,pp. 165-186).In view of these facts, Dembski’s 
first question is vague and incomplete. Furthermore, the 
proper way to answer it relies on the validity of Karl Popper’s 
criterion of demarcation, the requirement that scientific hy¬ 
potheses must be empirically falsifiable. 

Dembski’s point (2) is, it would seem, properly sub¬ 
sumed under his point (1). In the absence of a bona fide 
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scientific hypothesis, one can look at the proposed initial 
conditions for some evolutionary process assumed to have 
“created” the new complex system, structure or organ un¬ 
der consideration. Even though no testable hypothesis has 
been proposed, starting with a proposed reaction system 
with prescribed initial conditions, it is possible to estimate 
the probability that random natural events could “create” 
the complex biological product being considered. The in¬ 
formation content of the new complex system compared 
with the information content corresponding to the condi¬ 
tions in the initial system determines the probability of 
“creation” by chance. All such calculations lead to ex¬ 
tremely small probabilities. 

Fryman (2000), apparently expressing Dembski’s opin¬ 
ion, asserts that “the ID movement is devoid of theological 
presuppositions.” Is this really the case? To answer this 
question, let us first ask if the secularist explanations for ori¬ 
gins are “devoid of theological presuppositions.” As we 
pointed out in the first section of this essay, the “original 
sin in the garden of science” is the imposition upon sci¬ 
ence of the theology of either no God or, perhaps, of a cos¬ 
mic Wimp that could create nothing. Such a God is forced 
to adopt as His own whatever the mindless atoms in the pri¬ 
meval soup toss out to Him. Thus the secularist approach 
to origins is not devoid of theological/philosophical pre¬ 
suppositions. 

Let it be noted carefully that our treatment of any pro¬ 
posed scientific hypothesis for the evolution of a complex 
biological system is to be characterized by rigorous skepti¬ 
cism. Also, the spirit behind probability calculations 
should incorporate that same skepticism. But what about 
the advocates of ID? They are for the most part evangelical 
Christians. Can they properly be skeptical about ID? Not 
according to the scripture portions that were cited in our 
opening paragraph above. Further, is there really any way 
to falsify empirically the assertion that a particular com¬ 
plex, information-rich biological system gives evidence for 
ID? There is not, even though the facts speak strongly to 
our conscience in favor of ID. In fact their evangelical 
Christian faith denies to the advocates of ID the right to be 
skeptical about ID. These facts prove that ID likewise is 
not devoid of theological presuppositions, nor is it a scien¬ 
tific principle, as J. P. Moreland, William Dembski and 
others have claimed. 

Further explanation of our view of the scientific case for 
creation and/or intelligent design is probably necessary. 
Since neither the Agent in creation, God, nor the process 
is subject to observation, replication, experimental manip¬ 
ulation, and scientific explanation, our case is necessarily 
negative. We therefore must adduce scientific evidence 
that weighs against the possibility of a naturalistic origin of 
the universe and its creatures. We believe that the scien¬ 
tific enterprise, now conducted largely by scientists who 
are unbelievers, is bringing to light an ever-increasing 


body of scientific evidence supportive of our negative case. 
We should lay the burden for proof on the supporters of 
the grand Darwinian scenario of origins. One of their re¬ 
sponses is to complain that we creationists have only a neg¬ 
ative case. We should not argue about this, but rather press 
upon evolutionists three crucial deficiencies of their case 
for evolution. They lack (1) the necessary historical(i.e., 
fossil) evidence of the putative historical process, (2) a test¬ 
able scientific theory for the spontaneous origin of com¬ 
plex new biological systems, structures and organs, and (3) 
at least a few examples in nature today of new complex bio¬ 
logical systems or structures that are part-way along in their 
random evolutionary adventure that may or may not cul¬ 
minate in the production of some unknown, unforeseen 
evolutionary novelty. These three goals are yet to be 
achieved, although most biology textbooks leave students 
believing that they have been achieved. 

What Is Required to Prove the Case 
for Creation or for Evolution? 

It has been suggested that we make more definite what we 
consider to be sufficient scientific “proof’ of our case for 
creation and against evolution. However, the goal of the 
scientific enterprise is not “proof,” but testable naturalistic 
theoretical explanations of phenomena in the natural 
world. By this we mean testable scientific theories erected 
within the framework of established physical laws. It is 
quite acceptable for scientists who are believers in a closed 
materialistic universe to frame theories designed to explain 
the origin of complex biological systems and structures 
purely in terms of physical laws. But their theories, to be 
theories of empirical science, must be so framed as to be 
subject to potential falsification by empirical test. Remem¬ 
ber that the central policy of the scientific method is persis¬ 
tent skepticism concerning all theories (Miller, 1994; 
1999a; 1999b). We assert that a testable theory of neither 
abiogenesis nor macroevolution has yet been published. 
Nevertheless, students at all levels are taught as fact the as¬ 
sumption that microevolution can over time bring about 
macroevolution. Since microevolution has been observed, 
it follows that macroevolution also has occurred. And secu¬ 
larist scientists conduct all of their thinking and research to 
enlarging the body of data that can be adduced in support 
of their grand assumptions. 

Conversely, scientists who believe in divine special cre¬ 
ation will in general have other questions for which they 
are seeking scientific explanations, that is, testable scien¬ 
tific theories. Some scientists who are Christian believers 
in divine creation may, for example, wish to participate in 
advancing the knowledge of genetics and of the new field 
of genomics. They will generally not be interested in at¬ 
tempting to develop theories for the evolutionary origin of 
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life and of complex new biological systems. The overarch¬ 
ing objective of scientific research is the extension and re¬ 
finement of our knowledge of the natural world. And, of 
course, Christian scientists also have the supreme motiva¬ 
tional goal of bringing glory to God the Creator of all 
things. 

Some Christian believers in divine creation may work 
to enlarge the body of scientific evidence that can be ad¬ 
duced against the possibility of abiogenesis and the grand 
Darwinian microbe-to-man scenario. But let it be clear 
that the discovery of new scientific evidence against 
abiogenesis and against macroevolution will, from a scien¬ 
tific perspective, not “prove” that abiogenesis and 
macroevolution are impossible. From the purely human 
perspective of empirical science, nobody can with cer¬ 
tainty know scientists will never be able to explain 
abiogenesis or macroevolution with testable scientific the¬ 
ories. Nor does scientific evidence adduced against evolu¬ 
tion “prove” the case for divine special creation. Flowever, 
such new information does serve to increase evidence both 
against evolution and for the only alternative, divine spe¬ 
cial creation. We believe that God is graciously making 
available an increasing body of scientific evidence to en¬ 
courage us in the walk of faith. His grace is also providing 
evidence to awaken unbelievers to see their folly in deny¬ 
ing the God of Creation and Redemption. 

Let us reiterate our assertion that scientific evidence 
will neither “prove” nor “disprove” either Darwinian mi¬ 
crobe-to-man evolution or divine special creation. But ev¬ 
ery human being is responsible to consider the evidence to 
which he or she has access, and come to a personal deci¬ 
sion for the Creator God. This is what we Christians be¬ 
lieve God has told us through the Apostle Paul: 

.. .because what may be known of God is manifest in 
them, for God has shown it to them. For since the 
creation of the world His invisible attributes are 
clearly seen, being understood by the things that are 
made, even his eternal power and Godhead, so that 
they are without excuse. (Romans 1:19-20) 

Conclusions 

We conclude, then, that ID is as obviously grounded in a 
theological presupposition as Darwinian evolution is 
grounded in an anti-theological presupposition. There¬ 
fore, ID, while we believe it to be the valid view of the real 
world that science studies, is not a scientific principle. 
What is ID, then? It is a divinely mandated way of looking 
at the world, according to the Scriptures that were refer¬ 
enced in our opening paragraph above. The connection of 
ID with science is the fact that the findings of scientific re¬ 
search provide a wealth of circumstantial evidence sup¬ 
portive of ID, that is, supportive of what we already believe 


because God tells us it is right and because correct logic 
plus millennia of consistent human observation of nature 
reinforce what He says. The pertinent historical fact is that 
in all of human history nobody has ever observed a new, in- 
formation-rich complex system come into being that was 
not the product of an intelligent human mind. Modern 
science continually adds information to strengthen our 
historical case for ID. 

In closing, we encourage the participants in the ID 
movement to continue their good work in driving the avail¬ 
able scientific evidence to the hilt, with confidence. How¬ 
ever, it is essential that we Christians involved in this witness 
for the truth of God should function correctly in the scien¬ 
tific enterprise. And let none of us be unwilling to admit be¬ 
fore the world that we who name the Name of Christ are 
motivated by our commitment to the biblical theological 
view of the world. How Christians and every other kind of 
believer or unbeliever may properly practice science, in ac¬ 
cord with the common sense rules of the correct philosophi¬ 
cally neutral definition of science is the subject of a series of 
two articles published some years ago by this writer (Kofahl, 
1986; 1989). Believers and unbelievers of all sorts can prac¬ 
tice science correctly and honorably, provided simply that 
they abide by the rules of the method. 

Our approach to the scientific creation/evolution de¬ 
bate rests on a biblical theological foundation. Knowledge 
gained from the scientific enterprise can be helpful in elu¬ 
cidating some theological issues. The core of the scientific 
method is, in accord with Popper’s work, that of “conjec¬ 
tures (hypotheses) and refutations(empirical testing of 
hypotheses) (Popper, 1959; 1965). By the consistent appli¬ 
cation of this method, scientists should strive continually 
to correct and expand our understanding of the natural or¬ 
der. It is the will of God that this knowledge should speak 
to souls enlightened by the Holy Spirit concerning the 
eternity, sovereign power, and deity of the God of creation 
(Romans 1:19-20). 

References 

CRSQ: Creation Research Society Quarterly 
Behe, Michael. 1996. Darwins black box—The biochemi¬ 
cal challenge to evolution. The Free Press, New York. 
Darwin, Charles. 1987. Charles Darwin’s notebooks, 
1836-1844, pp. 535, 536, 566. Cornell University Press, 
New York. 

Fryman, Helen. 2000. Quoting William Dembski in: The 
intelligent design movement. Creation Matters 5(2): 1, 
4-5. 

Karl Popper Institut, 2000. Karl Popper 2002 Centenary 
Congress. July 3-7, 2002. The Congress will be devoted 
to Popper’s work in over a dozen different fields of 
knowledge, including scientific method, logic, quan- 



198 


Creation Research Society Quarterly 


turn mechanics, darwinism, evolutionary epistemology, 
and the body-mind problem. 

Kofahl, Robert E. 1986. Correctly redefining distorted sci¬ 
ence: A most essential task. CSRQ 23:112-114. 

Kofahl, Robert E. 1989. The hierarchy of conceptual levels 
for scientific thought and research. CRSQ. 26( 1): 12—14. 

Miller, David. 1994. Critical rationalism—A restatement 
and defence. Open Court, Chicago. 

Miller, David. 1999a. Being an absolute skeptic. Science 
284:1625-1626. 

Miller, David. 1999b. Response. Science 285:201-202. 

Moreland, J.P. 1989. Christianity and the nature of science. 
Baker Book House, Grand Rapids, MI. 


Moreland, J.P. 1994. Theistic science and methodological 
naturalism. In: The creation hypothesis—scientific evi¬ 
dence for an intelligent designer., Chapter 1. J.P. More¬ 
land, editor. Intervarsity Press, Downers Grove, IL. 

National Academy of Sciences. 1984. Science and crea¬ 
tionism—View from the National Academy of Sciences, 
p. 26. National Academy of Sciences Press. Washing¬ 
ton, D.C. 

Popper, Karl R. 1959. The logic of scientific discovery. Basic 
Books, New York 

-. 1965. Conjectures and refutations—The growth of 

scientific knowledge. Basic Books, New York. 


Book Review 


Beowulf by Seamus Heaney 

Farrar, Straus and Giroux, New York, 2000, 3182 lines, $25 


Why should a classic of English literature be of interest to 
creationists? This book is being reviewed here because of 
the fact that it is sometimes referenced by creationist au¬ 
thors who attempt to point out that dinosaurs have co¬ 
existed with man. The work, written by an eighth-century 
Anglian poet, does have several references to dragons and 
other monsters all of which might be dinosaurs, thereby 
making the poem of possible interest to creationists. 

The poem is described on the flyleaf as “the elegiac nar¬ 
rative of the adventures of Beowulf, a Scandinavian hero 
who saves the Danes from the seemingly invincible mon¬ 
ster Grendel and, later, from Grendel’s mother.” Line 712 
refers to Grendel as “The bane of the race of men . . 
which seems to indicate he is non-human, yet he is some¬ 
times described in other literature as half man and half 
fiend. Within the poem some evidence of his nature can 
be gleaned from the use of “talon,” “claw-scale,” and 
“spur” as the poet describes the monster’s “hand.” Gren¬ 
del’s mother is called a “troll-dam,” a term that could indi¬ 
cate a supernatural female demon. Both are described as 
“fatherless creatures” who dwell among wolves. After Beo¬ 
wulf had fought with Grendel and torn off his arm, Gren¬ 
del returned to his lair in a mere and there died. “The 
water was infested with all kinds of reptiles. There were 
writhing sea-dragons and monsters slouching on slopes by 
the cliff, serpents and wild things . . .” Thus, although 
Grendel and his mother may not have been “dragons” the 
poem does acknowledge their possible existence. 

When Beowulf was king over his people and had 
reigned for fifty years, he faced another monster, one that 
lived in a cave and guarded a treasure of gold and precious 
stones. When an intruder stole a gem-studded goblet, “the 


dragon began to belch out flames and burn bright home¬ 
steads; there was a hot glow that scared everyone, for the 
vile sky-winger would leave nothing alive in his wake.” 

In his translation, Heaney also uses the term “sky- 
plague.” Cryptozoologists have taken these references of 
“sky-winger” and “sky-plague” to mean a flying pterano- 
don. The movement of the dragon is described as “gliding 
and flexing” and Heaney says its skin was covered with 
“enamelled scales.” When flames did not deter Beowulf, 
the dragon sank “sharp fangs” into the neck of his attacker, 
injecting “deadly poison.” Another bit of description is 
given in “From head to tail, his entire length was fifty feet.” 
But Beowulf alone could not kill this one; it took help from 
his thane, Wiglif, who plunged a sword “into its belly.” 

Was this “dragon” possibly a dinosaur? There is not 
enough information given to identify it as such and the ref¬ 
erences to the dragon guarding a horde of gold and pre¬ 
cious stones give the story a ring of fantasy. Also, the fire 
breathing part is suspect. A hot breath is one thing, but a 
breath that causes houses and forts to be burned to the 
ground clearly tells the reader that the poem is not meant 
to be taken literally. 

After searching this translation of the poem for some 
clue that would identify any kind of dinosaur, it must be 
concluded that there is none. The Englishman who 
authored the original poem may have seen dinosaurs and 
pterosaurs, but he did not exhibit any knowledge of it in 
this writing. 

Clifford L. Lillo 
22953A Nadine Circle 
Torrance, CA 90505 
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Book Review 

Quest for Truth: Scientific Progress and Religious Beliefs by Mano Singham 
Phi Delta Kappa Education Foundation, Bloomington, IN. 2000,184 pp., $22 


Mano Singham is a professor of nuclear physics at Case 
Western Reserve University in Cleveland. I first became 
aware of Prof. Singham through his recent thought- 
provoking article, The Science and Religion Wars (2000). 
In Quest for Truth, Dr. Singham expands on the subject in¬ 
troduced in his Kappan article. Fie also delves fully into 
the realm of the philosophy of science. His insights are in¬ 
triguing and in places difficult to understand. But the book 
is nevertheless an excellent read for those interested in the 
overlap between science and religion. 

Prof. Singham starts out by describing four models of 
“creationism”: 

1. Creation science, the belief that “the universe, life, hu¬ 
mans, and other major species were created more or less 
whole by a divine Creator within the last ten thousand 
years or so” (p. 9). 

2. Gap theory, in which the “creation process could have 
involved multiple cataclysms and creations and is flexi¬ 
ble enough to accommodate most geological evidence” 
(p. 9). In other words, the universe is old and God inter¬ 
vened only at specific critical times in history. 

3. Day-age model, in which the “six ‘days’ of creation in the 
Genesis story are interpreted metaphorically as repre¬ 
senting long but indeterminate periods of timeW (p. 
10 ). 

4. Intelligent design, in which proponents “infer that some 
form of divine guidance (a Creator) had to be present 


and actively involved 14 to explain the appearance of 
life in all its present forms 1 /!” (p. 11). 

One may quibble a bit with Singham’s terminology; for 
example, intelligent design proponents do not normally re¬ 
fer to their position as creationist. Flowever, it is clear from 
the book that Dr. Singham has studied creation positions 
in detail and knows the basic tenets. 

Singham accurately defines what he calls the creation¬ 
ist point of view: “If there is one common thread that all 
creationists share, it is that the world as we know it now is 
too complex and subtle to have come about without the ac¬ 
tive and repeated intervention of an external agent or a 
diety, acting outside the laws of science” (p. 11). 

Singham goes on to contrast this with the naturalist 
point of view: “The scientific establishment, conversely, 
starts with the assumption that all natural phenomena 
should be explainable by natural [material, physical] laws 
that can be discovered using the methods of science” (p. 
13). Since supernatural miracles “have no place in this 
framework” (p. 13), the creationist and naturalist world¬ 
views are inevitably in conflict. (It may be noted that many 
scientists do not support this definition, but Singham is 
certainly correct that the science establishment adopts a 
naturalistic posture.) 

Prof. Singham laments the fact that “there seems to be 
very little attempt by any of the protagonists in the science- 
religion wars to really understand what the other groups 
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are saying” (p. 31). Instead, both sides typically use vitriolic 
tactics to try to win the public to their side. This is most un¬ 
fortunate, according to Singham, since “the issues raised 
are deeply interesting and have profound implications...” 

(p- 31). 

One might wonder where Prof. Singham stands in this 
debate. He is, first of all, a practicing scientist who fully 
supports the naturalistic viewpoint. Dr. Singham says he is 
an atheist (although agnostic might be a better description, 
since he seems open to the possibility of a spiritual realm). 
Despite his naturalistic worldview, Prof. Singham is re¬ 
freshingly open to resolving the conflict between science 
and religion. He genuinely understands that the creation¬ 
ist point of view has some merit, and he hopes that a peace¬ 
ful resolution of the science-religion wars is possible. 

At the end of the book Singham tries to suggest an ap¬ 
proach that might help to ease the conflict. His answer is 
less than satisfying (to me at least), but nevertheless his 
views are worthy of consideration. A basic premise of 
Singham’s book is that “scientific progress is not necessar¬ 
ily leading us toward the truth” (p. 167). In other words, as 
we gain knowledge about the universe, we also uncover 
more questions to which we do not know the answers. This 
being the case, Singham says there will always be room for 
religious beliefs, since science can never reach the point 
where everything is known. There will always be a role for 
both science and religion, and thus these two ways of 
knowing should be able to coexist. 

A far better approach to ending the conflict, many of us 
believe, would simply be to return to a traditional defini¬ 
tion of science. In this, scientists would be allowed to pur¬ 
sue all logical explanations for phenomena in nature, not 
just naturalistic ones. (John Calvert and William Harris 
have given a detailed description of this proposal (www. 
intelligentdesignnetwork.org/endingwar.htm). 

Finally, it may be useful to point out a few areas where 
those from a creation/design perspective might disagree 
with Prof. Singham. First, he misunderstands the intelli¬ 
gent design position when he states that design proponents 
“adopt the strategy of focusing their energies on finding 
flaws in the case for evolution...” (p. 33). In fact, what ID 
tries to do is look objectively at the scientific evidence to de¬ 
termine which features in living things may be designed by 
some form of intelligence. A primary function of ID theory 
is to make design inferences when these are warranted. 
One looks in nature for specified complexity (William 
Dembski’s term) or irreducible complexity (Michael Behe’s 
term). Finding flaws in evolution may be part of the pro¬ 
cess, but it is not a primary goal. 

Second, Prof. Singham fails to make a key distinction 
between empirical (experimental) and historical sciences. 
He does state that certain theories (including Darwinian 
evolution and Big Bang cosmology) are “explanations of 
unique historical events that cannot be replicated” (p. 76). 


Singham then goes on to say, however, that “I will use the 
term experiment to denote both repeatable, controllable, 
laboratory-type experiments and observations of the type 
involved in cosmology [history of the universe] and natural 
selection [Darwinian evolution]” (p. 76). This implies that 
(in Singham’s mind) there is no distinct difference be¬ 
tween experimental sciences (like chemistry and physics) 
and historical sciences (like cosmology, design and evolu¬ 
tion). 

While the naturalistic point of view seems valid for use 
with experimental sciences, the use of the naturalistic as¬ 
sumption in historical sciences detracts from objectivity. 
Since historical sciences cannot be falsified by planned ex¬ 
periments, the only way to test theories like Darwinian evo¬ 
lution is to compare them with the alternatives. The use of 
naturalism to exclude design theory from consideration is, 
in effect, not good practice of the scientific method. If cre¬ 
ation/design proponents at times search for flaws in evolu¬ 
tion, they are simply comparing their theory with the 
naturalistic alternative and this is good science. 

Third, Prof. Singham rejects the idea of an absolute 
truth. Our knowledge base is constantly growing, but Sing¬ 
ham believes that this new knowledge is “not necessarily 
leading us toward the truth...” (p. 167). Singham appar¬ 
ently subscribes to the postmodern viewpoint that there is 
no such thing as objective truth. At the same time, Sing¬ 
ham acknowledges that a strength of religion is that it pro¬ 
vides a core of values that are believed to represent eternal 
truth. So perhaps at the core of the science-religion wars is 
a search for truth. Singham believes scientific progress will 
not lead to truth, while those who put their faith in God the 
Creator believe that truth has already been found and re¬ 
vealed to man. Since science is a part of God’s universe, 
there can be no real conflict between true science and reli¬ 
gion. 

In short, the real war between science and religion is 
not (as Prof. Singham would suppose) a fight between evo¬ 
lution/Darwinism and creation/design. The real debate is 
over the definition of science. Is science the search for nat¬ 
ural explanations for phenomena in the universe (i.e., ex¬ 
planations that involve only natural law and chance), or is 
it the search for logical explanations (which may include 
natural law, chance, and design)? As long as the science es¬ 
tablishment continues to exclude the possibility of inten¬ 
tional design in nature, I predict the war will continue. 
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Minutes of the 2001 Creation Research Society Board of Directors Meeting 


On Thursday 31 May 2001 a meeting of the Board of Di¬ 
rectors (BOD) was held at the Embassy Suites Phoenix Air¬ 
port West Hotel, Phoenix, Arizona, from 2100 hours to 
2300 hours to plan for the committee meetings on Friday. 
On Friday 1 June 2001 between the hours of 1000 and 
1700 the Finance, Membership, Research, Quarterly, 
Internet, Publications, VACRC, Constitution,/Bylaws/Ad¬ 
vanced Planning, and RATE Committees each met sepa¬ 
rately for approximately two hours to plan for the Saturday 
business meeting. 

On Saturday 2 June 2001 the closed business meeting 
of the BOD was called to order at 0830 hours. Present: T. 
Aufdemberge, E. Chaffin, D. DeYoung, W. Frair, R. 
Gentet, G. Howe, R. Humphreys, D. Kaufmann, F. 
Fester, G. Focklair, J. Meyer, M. Oard, R. Samec, G. 
Wolfrom. Absent: J.Reed, E. Williams. 

A devotion on Joachin Neumann was given by Focklair. 

Fetters of greetings from Williams, Reed and Boylan 
were read to the Board. 

The minutes of the 2000 BOD meeting were accepted 
as distributed prior to the meeting. 

Secretary Kaufmann reported that the following were 
elected for a three-year term to the BOD: DeYoung, 
Samec, Humphreys, Kaufmann, Focklair, Williams. 

The Treasurer’s report by Gentet was presented and ac¬ 
cepted. A budget of $242,300 income and $238,000 outgo 
for the year 2001 was accepted. 

The Finance Committee report by Aufdemberge sum¬ 
marized the action for 2001 of the VACRC Heritage 
Cash Trust, CRS Heritage Cash Trust and the money 
market accounts with Raymond James and Associates, 
Inc. 

The membership report by Wolfrom was given as fol¬ 
lows: total membership for 2000/01 was 1717 (647 voting, 
639 sustaining, 418 subscriber and 13 students). This is an 
increase of 102 from the 1999/00 membership year. 

The membership committee report by Kaufmann re¬ 
sulted in the following actions. It was passed to increase 
our monthly expenditures from $39 to $99 to enable CRS 
to secure credit card transactions on the internet for mem¬ 
berships and books. It was passed that Focklair contact 
local creation organizations with a special membership 
promotion of sending one volume (four issues) of previous 
CRSQ’s for a new member joining CRS. 

The research committee report by Chaffin summarized 
the research projects that were approved or are currently in 
progress. These include a study of sedimentation loads car¬ 
ried by the Tittle Colorado River by Dr. John Meyer, a dig¬ 
ital mapping project by Dr. John Reed, some botany 
projects involving ring muhly grass, lichens, and other 


plants by Dr. George Howe, a study of paleosols by Peter 
Klevberg, and finds in a Texas cave by Robert Gentet. 

The Quarterly committee report by Fester was given as 
follows: the majority of Quarterly articles was dominated 
by geology and biology with physics/astronomy and philos¬ 
ophy/theology having fewer articles. Each issue of the 
CRSQ has a balance of articles, notes, letters and book re¬ 
views. 

The internet committee report by Focklair contained 
the following. The CRS web site (www.creationresearch. 
org) has a new webmaster, Mr. Fred Williams. The CRS- 
net listserve continues to be utilized by a number of CRS 
members, currently about 125 active members. CRS and 
ChristianAnswers.net (CAN) have entered into a coopera¬ 
tive agreement. CAN has a link to CRS on its web site; in 
exchange, CRS provides answers to questions related to or¬ 
igins issues. Our web host provider, Adgrafix, has e-mail 
aliases available. 

The constitution committee report by Frair resulted in 
the following actions. The constitution committee pro¬ 
poses changing the title of Secretary to Recording Secretary. 
This serves as the announcement for the appropriate vote 
on this change at our 2002 BOD meeting. The Board ap¬ 
proved the following changes to the Bylaws Article II, Sec¬ 
tion 4, as indicated in italics: The president shall appoint 
and supervise temporary committees as needed and also the 
following Standing committees: Constitution/Bylaws and 
Advanced Planning, Financial, Internet, Membership, 
Publication, Quarterly Editorial, Research, and Van 
Andel Creation Research Center. 

The publications committee report by Oard stated that 
CRSQ’s up to volume 3 5 will be on CD’s at a cost of $ 150. 

The RATE (Radioisotopes and Age of Earth) commit¬ 
tee report by Chaffin noted that their book is now being 
published and marketed. 

The Creation Matters report by Wolfrom noted that we 
need to acquire more manuscripts. 

It was passed that the CRS BOD express our apprecia¬ 
tion for the work of John Meyer and his wife in developing 
and promoting the Van Andel Creation Research Center. 

It was passed to acquire a 10 year subscription up to 
$1000 to the new Russian creation journal, Sotvorene. 

It was passed to raise the membership rate for all catego¬ 
ries by two dollars. 

It was passed to nominate the following for the BOD 
election in 2002: Aufdemberge, Gentet, Howe, Oard. 

The following officers were elected for 2001/02: Presi¬ 
dent: D. DeYoung, Vice President: E. Chaffin, Secretary: 
D. Kaufmann, Treasurer: R. Gentet, Membership Secre¬ 
tary: G. Wolfrom, Financial Secretary: T. Aufdemberge. 
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It was passed to hold the 2002 BOD meeting at Bob The meeting was adjourned at 1445 hours. 

Jones University, Greenville, South Carolina on Thurs- Respectfully submitted, 

day, May 31 to Saturday, June 2. David A. Kaufmann, Secretary 


Book Review 

Seeing Red: Redshifts, Cosmology and Academic Science by Halton Arp 
Apeiron, Montreal, Quebec. 1998, 306 pages, $24.95 


This is the second book by Dr. Arp on stellar redshifts and 
their cosmological implications. Halton “Chip” Arp re¬ 
ceived his undergraduate degree at Harvard and his Ph.D. 
in astronomy from the California Institute of Technology 
in 1953. He obtained a staff position at Mt Wilson and 
Palomar Observatories under Edwin Hubble in 1954 and 
worked there for 29 years before being dismissed. At the 
time of writing this book he was at the Max-Planck Insti¬ 
tute for Astrophysics as a guest scientist working in X-ray 
astronomy. Arp is well known for his potentially revolu¬ 
tionary work on stellar redshifts, and their relationship to 
star formation and universe origin. This book provides ad¬ 
ditional evidence for his position on these topics and the 
detailed evolutionary theory with which he explains it. 

In the preface Arp explains why a second book on this 
topic is necessary with the claim that his first book Qua¬ 
sars, Redshifts and Controversies (Arp, 1987) became “a list 
of topics and objects to be avoided at all costs” (p. i) by pro¬ 
fessional astronomers. In the ten years between the two 
books he has collected additional evidence that he believes 
has been deliberately covered up by “academic scientists” 
to shore up the standard theory of Big Bang cosmology. He 
states “Now we have a situation where new facts are judged 
by whether they fit old theories. If they do not they are con¬ 
demned with the judgment: There is no way of explaining 
these observations, so they cannot be true.’” (p. ii). He re¬ 
veals how embittered he has become over this situation 
with derogatory comments throughout the book. 

In the Introduction Dr. Arp summarizes his contention 
that redshifts are the key to explaining what has happened 
and is still happening in extragalactic astronomy. He de¬ 
fines redshifts and how they are observed in astronomy. 
Then he explains the history of the Hubble relation be¬ 
tween redshift and distance and how his observations 
prove this relation is false. The error by most astronomers 
he points out is “assuming that redshifts always and only 
mean recession velocities” (p. 1). He believes that redshift 
is a function of the age of newly created matter and that it is 
an intrinsic characteristic of the stellar object or galaxy. 
This also leads to his theories for redshift quantization, 
continuing episodic creation of matter, and Mach’s gener¬ 
alization of Einsteinian general relativity and its relation to 
quantum mechanics. All these topics are addressed in this 
book. 


Chapters 1 and 2 present the observational data that in¬ 
dicates redshift is an intrinsic characteristic of quasars and 
galaxies. First Arp shows that redshifts of closely paired 
quasars are very similar. One of each pair is found equidis¬ 
tant and in the opposite direction from a galaxy between 
them along the galaxy’s minor axis.. Both quasars have 
redshifts significantly larger than the central galaxy. Evi¬ 
dence of attachment of these quasars to the central galaxy 
is shown by remnants of bridges of highly energetic parti¬ 
cles seen in both x-ray and radio frequency (rf) spectrums 
between the quasars and the central galaxy. The probabil¬ 
ity of occurrence of all these characteristics due to random 
alignments is very small and for the ten pairs listed would 
be infinitesimal. Even amateur astronomers using these 
characteristics (pair of similar redshift quasars equidistant 
along a straight line through the nucleus of the central gal¬ 
axy) to predict and find more such pairs have been success¬ 
ful. Arp pleads for a systematic search for close quasar pairs 
that so far has been rejected by the astronomy establish¬ 
ment. In the second chapter he identifies the central gal¬ 
axy of these quasar pairs as a Seyfert class galaxy. These are 
galaxies that have exceptionally brilliant, sharp nuclei and 
therefore produce strong x-ray emission. He finds that a 
majority (21 out of 24 x-ray fields processed showed associ¬ 
ated pairs of sources) of Seyfert galaxies have a pair of blue 
stellar objects (BSO) associated with them that turn out to 
be higher redshift quasars. Arp calls these Seyfert galaxies 
“quasar factories”. 

Chapter 3 addresses a major problem with the Hubble 
theory of distance being proportional to redshift (receding 
velocity) for stellar objects. The problem is “companion” 
galaxies that have different redshifts. These companions 
were first found at the ends of the arms of spiral galaxies. 
Arp believes that the central galaxy spun off these compan¬ 
ions. To illustrate that this process is universal he goes to 
the larger structures of the universe, the group and super¬ 
cluster. He starts with our own Local Group that is cen¬ 
tered by a spiral (Sb) galaxy “the Andromeda Nebula” 
(M31) and shows data that all the galaxies (including our 
own Milky Way) around M31 have positive redshifts from 
it. He states this data “led to a quantitative proof of the de¬ 
pendence of redshift on age” (p. 62) and not on recession 
velocity. The next nearest group is centered on another Sb 
(M81) and it has the same higher redshift of surrounding 
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galaxies. These two nearby groups each would have a prob¬ 
ability of accidental occurrence of 1 in 4 million. He 
moves on to the Local Supercluster centered on the Virgo 
cluster and finds all “the smaller galaxies in it are systemati¬ 
cally redshifted with respect to the larger!” (p. 64). These 
smaller galaxies also have lower mass-to-luminosity ratios 
as measured from their rotation characteristics leading to 
the conclusion they were formed more recently. All this 
evidence points to a redshift related to age and not dis¬ 
tance. 

Arp takes the argument for intrinsic redshift from galax¬ 
ies to individual stars in Chapter 4. Again he starts closest 
to home with examples from the two Magellanic Clouds 
that have a higher mean redshift than the Milky Way with 
respect to M31. He states this “would mark them in turn as 
our younger offspring” (p. 95). Within these galaxies are 
bright supergiant stars that were found to have a systematic 
positive redshift from the mean of the gas clouds and lower 
redshift stars. What would cause this redshift except that 
they are younger than the rest of the galaxy. According to 
Arp they definitely are not further away or individually 
moving away at a higher velocity! Applying this finding to 
the Milky Way explains the mysterious “K” effect discov¬ 
ered by W. W. Campbell in 1911, namely that the bright, 
blue stars in our own galaxy have systematically higher 
redshifts than the rest of galactic stars. Originally this effect 
had been explained by tired light but more recently that 
theory had been disproved by experimental data. Next Arp 
applies the results of the supergiant redshift measurements 
(“K” effect) to active star forming galaxies. In the conven¬ 
tional theory of star formation two galaxies merge and cre¬ 
ate shock waves that cause new stars to form from the dust 
debris. Arp’s theory says just the opposite, that new stars 
and galaxies are being ejected from an older galaxy nu¬ 
cleus. He presents data that shows the redshift of super¬ 
giant stars near the center of a galaxy where new stars are 
being created is higher than older stars further from the 
center. This is applicable to quasars and BL Lac objects 
(transitional objects between quasars and galaxies as iden¬ 
tified by their non thermal, continuous radiation spec¬ 
trum) as well. At this point (p. 109) he introduces his 
mathematical theory for redshift as a function of age with 
‘particle mass proportional to age squared’ and ‘redshift in¬ 
versely proportional to particle mass’. Then he applies the 
theory to redshift data showing that a next generation gal¬ 
axy is in a range of 10-100 million years younger than its 
parent. In closing this chapter (p. 113) he relates that there 
are 38 documented cases of companion galaxies where the 
younger galaxy has a higher (4000 to 36000 km/sec) red¬ 
shift than its proposed parent. He does not provide any 
documented counter examples. 

In Chapters 5 and 6 Arp takes up the internal structure 
of the Virgo Supercluster and its twin Fornax. He forms a 
model that explains the distribution of galaxies within the 


Virgo cluster corresponding to the theory of redshift in¬ 
versely proportional to age. He starts at the center of the 
cluster and asks, “Is it significant that the brightest radio 
quasar in the sky falls in the dominant cluster in the sky— 
and forms a pair with the brightest radio galaxy in the clus¬ 
ter, almost exactly aligned across the brightest galaxy in the 
center of the cluster?”(p. 117). This is the alignment of 
3C273, M49 and 3C274(M87) roughly north-south look¬ 
ing at the center of the Local Supercluster. More examples 
(12 are listed on p. 120) of such alignments within the 
Virgo Cluster are identified. A search for radio sources 
(quasars) revealed many more in the vicinity of these large 
and massive galaxies than expected from random distribu¬ 
tion. X-ray and even gamma ray scans have tied many of 
these radio sources with bridges to the large galaxies. Only 
a mass creation from “primordial matter” process explains 
the high energy radiation emission (p. 137). Besides the ra¬ 
dio sources an x-ray mapping of the cluster center reveals 
an alignment of four Abell Clusters (clusters of strong x-ray 
sources). Three of the four even have overlapping contour 
lines. Many other clusters have closely spaced Abell’s that 
suggest they have a generating source nearby. A search has 
found large radio galaxies for all of them. Now as if this evi¬ 
dence from the Local Supercluster was not enough Dr. 
Arp points out that the Virgo Cluster has a twin called 
Fornax in another quadrant of the sky. About this coinci¬ 
dence he states: “The two clusters are such a good match 
in all details, including the hierarchy of intrinsic redshifts, 

that I am tempted to say that if there is a creator (.) we 

might expect to hear: ‘Look you dummies, I showed you the 
Virgo Cluster and you did not believe it so I will show you 
another one just like it and if you still don’t believe it—well 
let’s just forget the whole thing.’”(p. 164). On pages 165— 
167 he summarizes the empirical relationships he has ob¬ 
served in the data presented. 

Arp uses Chapter 7 to debunk the use of the theory of 
gravitational lensing to explain the pairs of high redshifted 
quasars found in lower redshift galaxies. The main problem 
for lensing is that the image of an object by a single lens (the 
whole galaxy) would show a typical airy pattern. Examples 
of this have not been found in any of the high redshift qua¬ 
sars which have been observed. The theory then shifted to 
microlensing (lensing by small objects such as stars and 
planets within the galaxy) but this predicts a steep increase 
in the number of quasars with fainter apparent magnitudes 
within a galaxy. Arp shows “that only the brightest quasars 
have an increase steep enough to satisfy the predictions" (p. 
170) not the fainter ones. The downfall of gravitational 
lensing is exemplified by the Einstein Cross. It is made up of 
four quasars of high redshift all within one arcsecond of a 
galaxy of low redshift at its center. For the central galaxy to 
have enough mass to image one quasar this way it would 
have to be the brightest object ever observed with a realistic 
mass to light ratio and it isn’t even close (p. 176). But as Arp 
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points out astronomers today still explain high redshift qua¬ 
sars as gravitational images because the quasars are so far 
away as calculated by the Hubble relation that we should 
not be able to see them if they have a realistic brightness 
based on closer lower redshift ones we see. 

In Chapter 8 we read about quantization of redshift and 
how it supports Arp’s theory of redshift varying with age of 
matter. Observational measurements of quasars show val¬ 
ues of redshift that come in steps (certain preferred values). 
This evidence first discovered by astronomers looking at 
far away galaxies is specifically strong for 72 km/sec steps. 
Later more detailed searches on the most accurate redshift 
data on quasars available found a large periodicity at 37.5 
km/sec that has the significance of “one in a million” 
(p.199). Nothing in the standard Big Bang theory explains 
such a significant effect since a continuous spectrum (no 
periodicity) is expected when distance is measured by 
redshift. Arp’s explanation uses the Machian physics (phys¬ 
ics based on Mach’s principle that mass is the result of a 
particle interacting with the whole universe) premise “that 
elementary particles acquire mass by exchanging mach- 
ions (the signal carrier for inertial mass) with other matter 
within their light travel horizon” (p. 201). The theory of 
redshift quantization as a function of electron spin is given 
on page 217. He applies quantization theory in succession 
to redshifts of quasars, redshiffs of galaxies, structure of the 
solar system and finally to properties of fundamental parti¬ 
cles like the electron. His conclusion is “quantization of 
physical parameters would seem to be governed by the 
laws of non-local physics” (p. 223). To Arp a whole new 
area of physics waits to be explored with only a very limited 
portion having been observed today. 

Chapter 9 compares cosmologies pitting the Big Bang 
against the Quasi Steady State Cosmology (QSSC) with 
respect to the evidences presented in the earlier chapters. 
He reiterates his relationship of mass as a function of time 
and the Machian physics used to explain quantization. In 
the section labeled “Creation of Matter” (p.228) he makes 
two revealing statements about creation of matter. First he 
states, “when we speak of creation of matter we do not 
mean matter coming into our universe from somewhere 
else (there is nowhere else) or from nothing. We must 
mean the transformation of previously existing mass- 
energy.” What he has observed is new matter coming from 
centers of concentration of matter and energy (galaxy cen¬ 
ters). This lead to his second statement, “The greatly publi¬ 
cized theory is black holes where everything falls in. But 
the observations show everything falling out”. In the next 
two sections he describes why white holes explain the ob¬ 
servational evidence better than the black holes. With this 
as his starting point he presents the evidences of how 
QSSC is a better explanation of the origin of the universe 
than the Big Bang. He includes such topics that usually 
support the Big Bang such as the expanding universe (p. 


232) and the uniform Cosmic Background Radiation (pp. 
236-238). On pages 250-252 he summarizes the two mod¬ 
els and the evidences. He adds three appendices to this 
chapter that provide some of the mathematics and more 
details for his proposed model. 

Chapter 10 he calls “Academia,” and in it he summa¬ 
rizes how academic science as presently practiced is not 
self-correcting and progressing because it does not “use the 
observations to rule out a 75 year-old model which is pres¬ 
ently unquestioned dogma” (p. 257). On page 259 he even 
labels “big science as the medieval church.” He then lists 
some of the areas of science that have stunted growth 
because of teaching the Big Bang dogma. He notes the 
religious crusade against creation and states “Their estab¬ 
lishment science is the most blatant possible form of crea¬ 
tionism. The claim is that not just humans, but the whole 
universe was created instantaneously out of nothing” (p. 
270). Referees and the peer review system that has evolved 
now just keeps the dogma instead of promoting creativity 
and new ideas. There is no more “if the observations prove 
it is wrong, it is wrong” (p. 273). He concludes with the 
statement “And in the end I must admit, that though my 
criticisms are passionate, I am at heart an academic who 
dreams of what might have been and (still the fatal inno¬ 
cence?) might yet be” (p. 277). To this I would add that he 
remains an evolutionist at heart and even with all his criti¬ 
cisms of the Big Bang model and establishment science his 
own model contains some of the same weaknesses such as 
not identifying initial conditions and origins of the evolu¬ 
tionary processes. 

In the Epilogue he adds several more examples of re¬ 
cent observations that support his theory that he has identi¬ 
fied after writing this book. He then includes a glossary and 
index that are very useful to a novice. The final pages are a 
set of color photographs that with the front and back cover 
show the best examples of the observational evidence he 
discussed in the book. The book is well laid out, well docu¬ 
mented and clear in presenting his point of view. He pres¬ 
ents a different model for the evolution of the universe that 
he claims better explains the observed data. But like the 
Big Bang theory it explains everything about the universe 
one man can think of, but avoids the same basic question 
of where everything came from in the first place. For that 
knowledge we have to go to a different book and it gives a 
different story of creation. 
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Notes from the Panorama of Science 

Extraterrestrial Bombardment of the Inner Solar System: 

A Review With Questions and Comments Based On New Information 

Carl R. Froede Jr.® 


The global Flood of Genesis involved more than just wa¬ 
ter. Although not reported in Scripture, there is abundant 
physical evidence in the form of impact craters and tektite 
strewn fields across the globe which support extraterrestrial 
bombardment occurring during this same period. It is un¬ 
clear if any impact event that might have occurred on 
Earth before the Flood (i.e., during the Creation Week 
and/or antediluvian timeframe; Froede, 1995; 1998) could 
have remained recognizable following the Flood event as 
the surface of the Earth was completely reshaped by nu¬ 
merous forces of high-geologic energy (Froede and De¬ 
Young, 1996; Reed, Froede, and Bennett, 1996). 

Previously, Dr. DeYoung and I proposed that extrater¬ 
restrial bombardment of the Earth occurred with the onset 
of the Flood (Froede and DeYoung, 1996). We postulated 
that the rate of bombardment on the surface of the Earth 
occurred at an initially high rate but only for a short time, 
with the rate falling off dramatically (i.e., exponentially). 
We proposed that a possible source of extraterrestrial mate¬ 
rial that bombarded Earth during the Flood likely came 
from a former planet (i.e., Phaeton), which disintegrated 
and/or exploded within the region presently known as the 
Asteroid Belt. Our basis for the source planet being located 
in the region of the present Asteroid Belt was based upon 
the intelligent design displayed by the Titus-Bode Rule 
(Froede and DeYoung, 1996). 

Thinking about the effects of bombardment on Earth 
during the Flood lead Mr. James Brelsford and I to specu¬ 
late on the effects that this event might have had on the sur¬ 
face of the Antediluvian moon (Froede and Brelsford, 
1998). In a short article we postulated that the Moon’s 
albedo likely decreased as the original white anorthite sur¬ 
face was lost to meteor impacts creating surface eruptions 
of large basalt flows and burial by darker igneous materials. 
Additional darkening of the Moon’s surface occurs even 
today as solar flares from the Sun creates a dark brown pa¬ 
tina on the outer surface of the anorthite. All of this darken¬ 
ing of the cream-to-white colored anorthite has decreased 
the Moon’s original Antediluvian reflectance (i.e., albedo) 
providing less reflected light back to Earth after the Flood. 

Dr. Williams and I reported on the Wetumpka Impact 
Crater in Alabama, and postulated that it formed near the 
close of the Flood in shallow marine conditions (Froede 
and Williams, 1999). The size of the crater (approximately 
3.5 miles in diameter) suggests that a rather large-sized 
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dense object penetrated through a thin layer of sedimen¬ 
tary strata deep into underlying igneous and metamorphic 
crust. This object would likely have been a stony meteorite 
as no iron or other metal has been found in association 
with this crater. 

Uniformitarians recognize impact craters across the 
surface of the Earth and Moon. Their naturalistic model 
drives the age determination of each crater. They believe 
that Earth’s Moon was formed from the impact of a Mars¬ 
sized object early in Earth’s formation approximately 4.5 
billion years ago (Ga). This event ripped away enough 
material from the Earth to form the Moon and place it 
into orbit around the planet (Kerr, 2000). However, the 
greatest period of extraterrestrial bombardment, for both 
the Moon and Earth, occurred later in their history ac¬ 
cording to uniformitarian scientists, who continue to dis¬ 
cover new sources of information for age-dating this 
period in time. 

Recent Investigations 

Recently, several uniformitarian geoscientists examined 
and age-dated numerous lunar meteorites and Moon rocks 
collected both on Earth and on numerous past United 
States and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics space 
flights (Cohen, Swindle, and Kring, 2000). Using 40 Ar- 
,9 Ar dating methods, these scientists determined that the 
Moon experienced its greatest period of bombardment, 
deemed the terminal lunar cataclysm, approximately 3.9 
billion years ago (Cohen, Swindle, and Kring, 2000; Kerr, 
2000). It was during the terminal lunar cataclysm that the 
Moon underwent massive bombardment based on the 
analysis of the over 1,700 large (12.5 to 750 mile diameter) 
impact craters on its surface (Cohen, Swindle, and Kring, 
2000). Earth likely experienced over 17,000 large impact 
events during this same period of time (Cohen, Swindle, 
and Kring, 2000). Although younger age-dates for moon 
rocks have been found (suggesting later impact melt 
events), nothing older than the 3.9 Ga age was identified in 
the 43 samples of lunar rocks examined and tested (Co¬ 
hen, Swindle, and Kring, 2000). 

This massive bombardment event was not limited to the 
Moon, but extended throughout the entire inner solar sys¬ 
tem, including Mars (Cohen, Swindle, and Kring, 2000), 
and the Asteroid Belt (McSween, 1999). Previous age¬ 
dating of the “early heavy bombardment” period yielded 
dates ranging from 4.1 to 3.4 Ga (McSween, 1999). This 
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new research places the period of cataclysmic bombard¬ 
ment from 3.9 to 3.4 Ga with the rate of bombardment fall¬ 
ing off sharply following the onset of the impact period 
(Cohen, Swindle, and Kring, 2000). 

Possible Source Areas 

What are the possible source areas for such a tremendous 
volume of extraterrestrial material to bombard the inner 
solar system at such an early period of time in its history? 
Some uniformitarians look to imaginary sources like the 
Oort Cloud and Kuiper Belt—imaginary because they 
have never been detected, only postulated (Froede and 
DeYoung, 1996). These postulated areas are purported 
by uniformitarians to provide our solar system with the 
comets, asteroids, and extraterrestrial debris likely to ex¬ 
plain the impact features observed within the solar sys¬ 
tem. 

Kerr (2000) reported that researchers in Boulder, Colo¬ 
rado are proposing an idea that early in the development of 
the solar system newly forming Neptune and Uranus (or¬ 
biting between Jupiter and Saturn at the time, only to be 
thrown out to their present orbit later) could have gener¬ 
ated both cometary and asteroid debris which was drawn 
inward in sufficient quantities to explain the impact craters 
found within the inner solar system. Theories like this one 
will continue to be proposed in an attempt by uniformitar¬ 
ians to explain a plausible source of extraterrestrial mate¬ 
rial necessary to account for the massive bombardment 
experienced by the inner solar system. 

Although the asteroid belt is considered as a potential 
source of extraterrestrial materials by both Kerr (2000) and 
Cohen, Swindle, and Kring (2000) it is rejected due to the 
size of existing asteroids, because a planetary body within 
the asteroid belt never existed, or that the uniformitarian 
age-dating of the bombardment event does not match with 
the age-date model for the asteroid belt. 

Young-Earth Creationist Interpretation 

It has been proposed by several young-earth creationists 
that the Earth was bombarded by extraterrestrial materials 
initiated with the very onset of the Flood (Froede and 
DeYoung, 1996; Froede and Williams, 1999; plus refer¬ 
ences therein). There is abundant physical evidence both 
on the Earth and Moon as well as exhibited by other terres¬ 
trial planetary bodies and satellites within the inner solar 
system to support this concept. I believe that even if impact 
features formed on Earth or within the solar system during 
the Creation Week or antediluvian timeframes, they could 
not have persisted because of the destructive geologic 
forces in operation during the Flood. 

However, some young-earth creationists disagree and 
invoke two cratering periods in Earth history. Dr. Faulkner 



Figure 1. The top of Kitt Peak west of Tucson, Arizona. 


postulates a major period of bombardment during the Cre¬ 
ation Week with the source material being derived from 
debris associated with the creation of the Sun, Moon, and 
planets (similar in theory to the uniformitarian concept 
that asteroids and comets are merely debris left over from 
the formation of the planets; McSween, 1999), and a later 
minor period of bombardment during the Flood (Faulk¬ 
ner and Spencer, 2000). Personally, I do not believe that a 
pre-Flood (i.e., Creation Week or antediluvian timeframe) 
impact event on the Earth could be differentiated from the 
massive impact event experienced by the entire inner solar 
system during the Flood. I would like to see evidence in 
support of this position, along with some discussion about 
how to differentiate (based on the physical evidence) be¬ 
tween the two periods. 

Mr. Wayne Spencer has postulated that the solar system 
was visited by a swarm of celestial objects during the Flood 
(Faulkner and Spencer, 2000). I have problems with un¬ 
derstanding the extraterrestrial bombardment models pro¬ 
posed by both Faulkner and Spencer, and ask for 
clarification on the following questions: 

• Where is the source(s) of all of the extraterrestrial materi¬ 
als which bombarded Earth at the Creation Week or 
later during the Flood (whether invoking a major or mi¬ 
nor impact event)? 

• If this event only happened 4,500 to 6,500 years ago then 
why have astronomers not been able to locate this comet/ 
meteor swarm still moving out in space with the advance 
telescopes we have in operation today (and have had for 
several decades)? The Kitt Peak National Observatory 
(Figure 1) presently has six telescopes in operation. 
Many of these telescopes have been operating for more 
than thirty years. Why have facilities like this one or the 
many others like it across the Earth not been able to iden¬ 
tify a moving swarm of celestial objects as has been postu¬ 
lated by Faulkner and Spencer (2000)? It is likely 
because this “swarm” does not exist. I contend that the 
majority of extraterrestrial material which impacted the 
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inner solar system during the Flood was probably derived 
from the Asteroid Belt. 

• DeYoung and 1 (1996) postulated a 4 to 5 month lag be¬ 
tween the disintegration/explosion of Phaeton within the 
Asteroid Belt and the initiation of extraterrestrial bom¬ 
bardment of Earth at the onset of the Flood. Flow long 
did it take the proposed “swarm of celestial objects” mov¬ 
ing in space to hit Earth (i.e., where is its point of origin 
and what is the traveling speed of the “swarm?”)? How far 
away in space would it exist from Earth at creation or in 
the universe today? With this knowledge young-earth 
creationists should be able to identify this swarm in space 
adding physical evidence to support the model. 

• Please explain the concept of how God’s creation week 
work is pronounced “good” if it is under extraterrestrial 
bombardment during this period of time? Did God cre¬ 
ate the heavens and the Earth before the Fall of man with 
a swarm of celestial objects moving toward Earth? 

The lack of any physical evidence from a known source 
area, which could account for the “swarm of celestial ob¬ 
jects” which impacted the Earth and inner solar system 
during the Flood, challenges both Faulkner and Spencer 
(2000) theories. Models are necessary but with no physical 
substance they become dead-end “stories.” Young-earth 
creationists need to be very careful in developing models 
which lack any physical basis. Model(s) must also comply 
with the framework of Scripture. Failure on either point 
should result in the rejection of any proposed model. 

Apparently, the only problem that either Faulkner or 
Spencer (2000) have with the source material being de¬ 
rived from a planet (exploding or disintegrating) in the as¬ 
teroid belt is with the amount of time that it would take to 
clear the inner solar system from the debris. Uniformitar- 
ians estimate that the time necessary to remove debris from 
the inner solar system ranges between 10 to over 100 mil¬ 
lion years (Kerr, 2000; McSween, 1999). However, it is ac¬ 
knowledged by naturalists that the celestial objects that 
presently travel through the inner solar system which origi¬ 
nated from the Asteroid Belt would be of recent origin 
(McSween, 1999). Presently, no young-earth creationist 
has published an evaluation of the time necessary to re¬ 
move extraterrestrial debris originating from the Asteroid 
Belt moving toward the inner solar system. 

It has been estimated that there are over one million as¬ 
teroids within the Asteroid Belt (McSween, 1999). Its ori¬ 
gin remains a topic of debate. While DeYoung and I 
(1996) postulated that the Asteroid Belt represents the re¬ 
mains of a disintegrated or exploded planet, there are other 
possibilities. The Asteroid Belt could have been created in 
place without ever having been a planet (but the composi¬ 
tion of the various asteroids fit well with the collective 
composition of a small planet not to mention that Types 1 
and 2 chondrites experienced aqueous alteration, i.e., the 
minerals reacted with water inferring a planet with water 


[McSween, 1999]). It is also possible that the Asteroid Belt 
formed from the disintegration of a number of 
planetesimals. According to uniformitarians, the debris 
forming the Asteroid Belt dates to the same age as Earth 
(approximately, 4.5 billion years) and yet the number of 
objects crossing Earth’s orbit are few (Heide and Wlotzka, 
1995). This suggests that the inner solar system has swept 
up much of the past debris ejected from the Asteroid Belt. 
It is widely recognized that Jupiter exerts such a massive 
gravitational effect on the asteroid belt that it can send as¬ 
teroids toward the Sun even today. The existence of 
Kirkwood gaps in the Asteroid Belt suggests that Jupiter has 
had (and continues to have) a major effect on the existing 
asteroid belt, one that supports a viable source for extrater¬ 
restrial materials useful to bombard the inner solar system. 

If we take the age of the Earth, Moon, and Asteroid Belt 
along with the period of bombardment postulated by uni¬ 
formitarians as relative and not actual, and compare them 
to a Biblical framework for Earth history (e.g., Froede, 
1995, 1998), it would be easy to correlate the period of 
greatest extraterrestrial bombardment to the Flood. If bom¬ 
bardment occurred during the Creation Week then we 
would expect age-dates to correspond to 4.5 Ga, the pur¬ 
ported uniformitarian age of the Earth, Moon, and Aster¬ 
oid Belt. However, what is reported is a period of heavy 
bombardment well after (i.e., 3.9 Ga) the formation of 
these space objects. I contend that although these 
uniformitarian age-dates do not provide any direct evi¬ 
dence in support of Flood bombardment, the relative ages 
supports the concept that bombardment occurred which 
could correspond to the Flood. 

Conclusion 

Young-earth creationists and uniformitarians agree that 
the Earth, Moon, and inner solar system experienced tre¬ 
mendous extraterrestrial bombardment in the past. New 
age-dating using ™Ar-^Ar on lunar rocks and meteorites 
by uniformitarians has served to refine the time when this 
event occurred. They postulate that the lunar impact cata¬ 
clysm occurred early in the history of the Moon with confi¬ 
dence that the entire inner solar system was also effected 
by extraterrestrial impacts. The source of the extraterres¬ 
trial materials remains a mystery as uniformitarians look to 
nonexistent fields of comets in deep space or debris cre¬ 
ated with the origin of planets. 

Although uniformitarians acknowledge that the aster¬ 
oids within the asteroid belt make an attractive source of 
materials readily available for the bombardment of the in¬ 
ner solar system, they reject it for the 3.9 Ga bombardment 
period based on various model-driven reasons. 

Young-earth creationists apparently have several mod¬ 
els from which to choose when attempting to explain the 
impact craters observed on the Earth, Moon, and inner 
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planets. The problem presently is locating a source of ma¬ 
terial that meets the time frames and physical evidence 
necessary to support the Bible-based young-earth Flood 
framework. I contend that the most likely source for extra¬ 
terrestrial materials is from the Asteroid Belt as it continues 
to supply bombardment materials to the inner solar sys¬ 
tem. To invoke other source areas requires some basis of 
physical substantiation and explanation within the Bibli¬ 
cal framework. 

The origin of the Asteroid Belt will always be a subject of 
discussion; whether it formed from a single exploding/disin¬ 
tegrating planet or series of planetesimals, from the collision 
of multiple space objects within the region, or possibly even 
as an asteroid belt original to the Creation Week. I believe 
that the Asteroid Belt likely provided the “celestial objects” 
which impacted all the terrestrial planets (and satellites) 
within the solar system during the global Flood of Genesis 
(which can be viewed as occurring on the scale of at least 
the inner solar system). To invoke another source for mas¬ 
sive extraterrestrial bombardment either before or during 
the Flood requires some defense in the form of physical evi¬ 
dence—none of which has been offered to date. Thus, I 
contend that the Asteroid Belt provides a plausible and de¬ 
fensible source of materials for the bombardment of the in¬ 
ner solar system with the onset of the Flood. 
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Aerodynamics of Wind Pollination in Living and Fossil Plants 


Computer analyses and wind tunnel experiments have 
been carried out on a number of plants, from cone-bearing 
forms to various angiosperm plants Niklas, 1984; 1987). 
The results show almost perfectly engineered methods to 
capture pollen. Life sized models were made of certain fos¬ 
sil plants, particularly those of about 300 million years ago 
that were likely wind pollinated. Such fossil plants have 
shown less of this aerodynamic nature. There are modern 
plants that have various methods of being pollinated, how¬ 
ever, and these also lack the same aerodynamic nature of 
pollen capture. Could the fossil plants of 300 million years 
ago have had a number of ways to be pollinated —could 
there have been a difference in density of the air which 
may have also made a difference? In both wind tunnel ex¬ 
periments and computer analyses, creationists could carry 
out work on various plants and try to make models of fossil 


forms. If only by computer models, they could try to ana¬ 
lyze various changes in density of air to see what results are 
produced. For further reading on this subject, see Niklas, 
1984;1987. 
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Evidence for, Conflict over, and Confidence in Creationist Models of Earth History 

John K. Reed* 


Creationism is expanding from its initial, critical phase 
vis a vis uniformitarian and evolutionary dogma into its 
“next generation.” In addition to unmasking the false 
claims of Naturalism, creationists are now building new 
models based upon their own presuppositions that offer 
positive interpretations of the past. As apologetic efforts 
make way for a true biblical natural history, we find the 
frontier wide open and new models will compete for 
broad explanatory power and respect. The novelty of 
these models, along with their scale and scope inevitably 
result in disagreement and debate. Understanding how to 
minimize pain during this process is beneficial to every¬ 
one. After all, conducting our discussions in an atmo¬ 
sphere of Christian love and respect should be a hallmark 
of creationist debate. 

What are the rules of debate? Often, our criteria are sub¬ 
jective and confused. One way to focus debate about these 
new models is to understand that there is a hierarchy of evi¬ 
dence by which any new creationist model should be eval¬ 
uated (Figure 1). Although positivism has cast its baleful 
influence over science and sometimes even creationists, it 
is not simply the accretion of physical data that provides 
the soundest support. A well-defined biblical method of as¬ 
sessing evidence is necessary to clarify the process and 
allow better evaluation of any new model. Within this pro¬ 
posed framework, models of earth history show many 
strengths and weaknesses not previously apparent—often 
because we confuse empirical support generated either by 
quantity of data or its innovative qualities with evidentiary 
value. Sometimes we even mistake the author(s)’ creden¬ 
tials, presentation skills, or the clever application of tech¬ 
nology with strength of evidence. 

Reed (2001a) has demonstrated that natural history is a 
mixed question; strongly influenced by extrascientific pre¬ 
suppositions, be they biblical or naturalist. Thus, the use of 
empirical evidence alone as a gauge of strength of models 
is inadequate and reflects an unhealthy preoccupation 
with the positivism that permeates modern science. Figure 
1 illustrates this hierarchical approach. The highest level 
and corresponding greatest weight of evidence is found in 
the clear affirmation or denial of a proposition by the Bi¬ 
ble. It carries a correspondingly high level of confidence 
and a corresponding strong requirement for staunch de¬ 
fense. Its shortcoming is the limited amount of informa¬ 
tion provided and the correspondingly limited extent of 
confirmation available to models of natural history. 

In the hierarchy, the next level of evidence after explicit 
biblical pronouncement is implicit biblical authority. Any 


*John K. Reed, Ph.D., 915 Hunting Horn Way, Evans, GA 
30809 


Hierarchical Approach to Evidence 

Hierarchy of Evidence 

Confidence 

Affirmed or denied 
by Bible 

Decreasing Certainty 

"ill --- 

Consistent with 

Biblical Worldview 

Formally valid 

Empirically compelling 


Figure 1. Hierarchical model of evidence for creationist 
models of earth history. 


serious student of theology recognizes the role played by 
extending biblical propositions by compelling logical in¬ 
ference. For models of earth history, this level of the hierar¬ 
chy can be measured by the compatibility that a model 
demonstrates with the Biblical Worldview. The Bible 
builds a framework of reality that constrains our thought 
about those topics that it does not directly address. Many of 
our presuppositions about the foundation and method of 
natural history reside in this worldview. Thus, it provides a 
good check to our speculation. The third level of the hier¬ 
archy is that of formal validity (present, but in the back¬ 
ground, at the higher levels of the hierarchy). Without 
coherence and consistency, a model cannot command 
allegiance. Finally the level of empirical evidence is 
reached. Although this aspect of natural history commands 
the least commitment and evidentiary value, it paradoxi¬ 
cally provides the overwhelming quantity of evidence. But 
quantity can never guarantee truth. Empirical data do not 
possess the evidentiary power of clear biblical pronounce¬ 
ments, for example. Those that seem to think so find them¬ 
selves lost in a morass of compromise that we have seen 
and regretted all too often (e.g., theistic evolutionists, old 
earthers, etc.). What is important to note here is that the 
correspondingly lowest level of evidence should demand 
the lowest level of confidence and conflict in natural his¬ 
tory models. 
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Catastrophic plate tectonics (CPT) as explained by Aus¬ 
tin et al. (1994) is a good candidate for this style of analysis. 
Many accept the concept because we respect the creden¬ 
tials of the authors, and marvel at their use of technology 
and their presentation skills. The implied weight of evi¬ 
dence for uniformitarian plate tectonics plays its role, as 
does a laudable desire to be relevant. Thus CPT has 
gained widespread popularity among creationists. Some 
oppose the concept with competing global models 
(Brown, 1995). Others question without offering a substi¬ 
tute (Reed et al., 2001b). However, CPT apparently domi¬ 
nates the creationist landscape. But when the model is 
evaluated using the evidentiary hierarchy, how does it then 
appear? Figure 2 summarizes the discussion below. 

• The Bible does not affirm or deny a role for plate tectonic 
processes in the Genesis Flood. The most cited reference 
to Flood tectonism comes from Genesis 7:11 (.. . all the 
fountains of the great deep were broken up ...). However, 
the language used asserts no detail and is not compro¬ 
mised by either a plate tectonic or non-plate tectonic in¬ 
terpretation. Therefore, our confidence in CPT (or any 
other detailed Flood tectonic model) does not reach the 
standard of biblical truth and our confidence in or de¬ 
bate of the theory should be tempered accordingly. 

• It is presently unclear whether CPT is compatible with 
the Biblical Worldview. On one hand its authors are 
committed creationists and have affirmed biblical truth 
in this area consistently. However, we must never con¬ 
fuse intent and outcome. In spite of their intent, its 
authors have not clearly distinguished CPT from its uni¬ 
formitarian parent. Uniformitarian plate tectonics is 
clearly incompatible with Genesis; advocating evolu¬ 
tion, an old earth, and denying the Flood. In addition to 
the obvious problems, uniformitarian and evolutionary 
assumptions are deeply embedded in plate tectonics. For 
example, a powerful evidence for plate tectonics is the 
conclusion that the age of the oceanic lithosphere in¬ 
creases from the midocean ridges to the continents. But 
what role does age dating by radiometric methods and 
microfossil assemblages (based upon evolutionary posi¬ 
tion) play in this conclusion? To date, the advocates of 
CPT have not presented a clear and comprehensive 
comparative analysis designed to distinguish their model 
from those unbiblical presuppositions. Therefore, we 
must wait for this analysis, and the advocates of CPT 
must understand that they deny their model this level of 
confidence until they successfully differentiate it from its 
uniformitarian parent. 

• For the reasons discussed above, it is not clear that CPT 
passes tests of formal validity. On one hand, there are 
questions about the relationship between a creationist 
version of plate tectonics and unbiblical presuppositions 
in its parent. On the other hand, advocates of CPT claim 
that evidence marshaled to support uniformitarian plate 
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Figure 2. Catastrophic plate tectonics evaluated in the 
hierarchical framework. 


tectonics also supports their model. This logical dilem¬ 
ma can only be resolved by the process of differentiation 
described above and by a similar comparative analysis 
specifying which lines of evidence for uniformitarian 
plate tectonics are valid when applied to CPT, and the 
demonstration that these conclusions are consistent with 
the Bible at all points. 

• Finally we arrive at our favorite level, that of empirical evi¬ 
dence. CPT currently rests at this level of evidence, and 
correspondingly at this level of confidence. What is this 
physical evidence? At present, it seems to consist primarily 
of computer modeling of a theoretical version of sub- 
duction, “runaway subduction”—a process unobservable 
and unmeasurable in nature. The evidence presented is 
complex and mathematically sophisticated. However, one 
must not mistake a single line of evidence as compelling 
(no matter how complex and well developed) if it cannot 
address the full scope of the hypothetical propositions that 
it is purporting to support. In other words, you cannot 
build a cathedral on a foundation that contains only one 
pier. Either plate tectonic model attempts to explain a 
wide spectrum of geological and geophysical events Thus, 
the evidence presented should include a wide aggregate of 
geological and geophysical observations. Apart from the 
scope and scale of the evidence, even the “single pier” of 
numerical modeling is unsound. Based on geological ob¬ 
servations, Oard (2001) presents equally compelling evi¬ 
dence that subduction does not take place at all. Other 
lines of evidence remain poorly explored, because CPT is 
poorly defined in print, although further geological data 
suggest that CPT is at best equivocal at this level of evi¬ 
dence (Reed, 2001b). 

This analysis demonstrates that CPT is actually a much 
weaker model of earth history than its widespread accep¬ 
tance suggests. It is not affirmed by the Bible. Its supposed 
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strength found in overlap with uniformitarian plate tecton¬ 
ics actually raises questions of both compatibility with the 
Biblical Worldview and formal validity. Finally, the empir¬ 
ical evidence is narrow and incomplete. Although the total 
evidentiary value assigned by this method to CPT is low, it 
remains open to advancement by meeting tests for formal 
validity and compatibility with the Biblical Worldview 
described above. Further empirical support may also be 
forthcoming as its advocates better define and describe par¬ 
ticulars of their model not currently in print. 1 look forward 
to its advocates publishing additional descriptive detail 
about their model. 

Although this note has focused on CPT, it is not CPT per 
se that is the main point. It is instead the truncated method 
of assessing the value of any creationist model solely or even 
primarily by empirical evidence. This method is congenial 
to Naturalists, but alien to biblical reality. As new creationist 
models are introduced, they too should all be able to endure 
similar scrutiny, and creationists should be ready to assess 
them with insight. If they cannot attain high levels in the ev¬ 
identiary hierarchy, then they should suffer an equivalent 
lack of confidence. Recognizing this, creationists should tai¬ 
lor their arguments for and against any model along the 
lines of the evidentiary hierarchy. 
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Book Reviews 

Genesis, Creation, and Creationism by Lloyd R. Bailey 
Paulist Press, New York. 1993,259 pp. $14.95 


Bailey examines, and attempts to refute, biblical creation 
using his critical view of the Bible. The author is Professor 
of Hebrew Bible at Duke Divinity School in North Caro¬ 
lina. For starters, instead of the familiar “In the beginning 
God created ...” of Genesis 1:1 (NKJV, NASB, NIV) he 
uses the translation “In the beginning, when God created 
the heavens and the earth ...” New Authorized Bible 
(NAB). Other Bible translations using that wrong transla¬ 
tion are the TEV, the NRSV, and the NEB. The point of 
the change is to deny creation ex nihilo. (Instead of the Bi¬ 
ble saying that God created matter in the beginning, it is 
made to imply that there was preexisting material when 
God began to create.) Theologian Kelly (1997, p. 65) 
points out there is no textual evidence for that revision, or 
normal Hebrew grammatical usage supporting it. 

Bailey claims that postulating eternal matter is not 
merely “modernism” because Emperor Julian from the 
fourth century A.D. understood Moses after that manner 
(p. 105). That anti-Christian emperor, known as “Julian 
the Apostate” because he attempted to exterminate Chris¬ 
tianity, is not a reliable authority for the interpretation of 
the Bible. Bailey is aware of Hebrews 11:3, “By faith we un¬ 


derstand that the worlds were prepared by the word of God, 
so that what is seen was not made out of things which are 
visible” yet he does not answer its teaching of creation ex 
nihilo (p. 110). Other ex nihilo verses he does not mention 
are 2 Peter 3:5 and Psalms 33:6. 

Bailey criticizes Henry Morris for saying Nimrod was a 
“mighty tyrant in the face of Yahweh” (p. 43). He asserts 
that is “creationist abuse of the Bible,” although he ac¬ 
knowledges that the Jerusalem Targum (an ancient para¬ 
phrase of the Bible) speaks of Nimrod’s wickedness. It 
could be Bailey is not knowledgeable of other witnesses for 
Morris’s idea. Josephus wrote, “it was Nimrod who excited 
them to such an affront and contempt of God ... He [was 
also a tyrant] seeing no other way of turning men from the 
fear of God” (1,4,2). Philo, an Alexandrian Jew in the first 
century after Christ, said, 

Nimrod . . . having a nature truly dissolute, does 
not at all keep fast the spiritual bond of the soul, nor of 
nature, nor of consistency of manners, but rather like 
a giant born of the earth, prefers earthly to heavenly 
things . . . On which account there is much propriety 
in the expression, he was a giant against God, which 
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thus declares the opposition of such beings to the de¬ 
ity; for a wicked man is nothing else than an enemy, 
contending against God: on which account it has be¬ 
come a proverb that every one who sins greatly ought 
to be referred to him as the original and chief of sin¬ 
ners, being spoken of ”as a second Nimrod.” (Philo, 
Questions and Answers on Genesis, II, 81). 

The second chapter of Bailey’s book discusses perceived 
scientific problems with creation. These include the sup¬ 
posed fossil progression in the stratigraphic layers (p. 22), 
the idea that dinosaurs and other life forms were not alive 
when man first appeared (p. 25-26), and the time needed 
for light to reach earth from distant stars (pp. 29-37). 

Bailey claims that Christianity and evolution are not 
mutually exclusive because of “generations of scientists 
and theologians who have advocated theistic evolution” 
(p. 16). However, careful, consistent thinkers have indeed 
decided that they are mutually exclusive. Charles Hodge 
(1874) postulated the answer to the question. What is Dar¬ 
winism?; Darwinism is atheism. That conclusion, Hodge 
declared, is necessary because Darwinism is incompatible 
with teleology (which is essential for Christianity). 

In chapter 4, Indications of what the Biblical Agenda is 
Not, Bailey rejects the ages of the patriarchs in the Genesis 
chapters 5 and 10 genealogies because of the “unreality 
from a biological point of view of the ages” (p. 59). However, 
he is unable to find any alternative theory to account for 
these numbers. He errs by confusing Lamech from Seth’s 
line (Genesis 5:25, 31) with the Lamech from Cain’s line 
(Genesis 4:19); appearing not to realize that two different 
people could be given the same name (p. 63). He thinks that 
the Genesis genealogy is derived from the Babylonian king 
list. However, Hasel (1980) wrote a number of strong argu¬ 
ments against equating those two documents. 

In chapter five, Indications of What the Biblical Agenda 
Is, he advocates what has come to be known in theological 
circles as the “Framework Hypothesis.” This theory holds 
that the first chapters of Genesis are fictitious history, de¬ 


claring only “Who” created and not “How” creation oc¬ 
curred. He claims “to find in Genesis 1 a sustained al¬ 
though subtle attack upon polytheism” (p. 100). Though 
others would concur with him, no acknowledgment of 
polytheism is there. Bailey sees a biblical dependence on 
Babylon instead of a common origin for each with subse¬ 
quent Babylonian corruption. He says (about Genesis 1) 
“the older Babylonian story has been depolytheized, de- 
Mardukized, de-Mesopotamianized; it has been thor- 
oughly monotheized, Yahwized, and Israelitized [in Gen¬ 
esis]” (p. 100). The Toledoth theory is the most promising 
route for understanding Genesis 1, having been developed 
by C.V. Taylor (1994). Appendixes include Judge Over¬ 
ton’s opinion from the Arkansas trial and resolutions 
against creation by several church groups among other 
subjects. Bailey’s failure to advance a viable alternative 
theory for understanding Genesis speaks well for a literal 
understanding, notwithstanding his destructive intent. 
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The World of Chemistry by John Finer 
Master Books, Green Forest, AR. 2001,142 pages, $14 


Master Books, a division of New Leaf Press, has greatly ex¬ 
panded their number of book titles in recent years. Vol¬ 
umes are beautifully bound, reasonably priced, carefully 
edited and thoroughly creationist when applicable. It is en¬ 
couraging to have Master books on our side. 

This high school chemistry primer is written by a 
teacher and researcher. John Tiner has also authored 
creationist-oriented books in the same series about medi¬ 
cine and cultural earth history. This book discusses chem¬ 
istry with many practical ideas concerning metals, 
diamonds, water and semiconducting silicon. There are 


several good glimpses of personalities. Did you know that 
Henry Cavendish (1731-1810) was the “Howard Hughes” 
of his day? Cavendish was wealthy, eccentric, withdrawn, 
made his servants stay out of his sight, and he died alone 
(pp. 28-29). Also, author science pioneer Humphrey Davy 
(1778-1829) was greatly weakened by chemical exposure 
and hired Michael Faraday to work in his place (p.40). 

This book is highly recommended for chemistry stu¬ 
dents and others wanting a refresher course. There is a full 
index and illustrations. 

Don DeYoung 
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Letters to the Editor 


Star Formation: Natural or Supernatural? 

Recent creationists over the years have taken two ap¬ 
proaches to evolutionary theorizing. One approach, fol¬ 
lowed by most recent creationists of the past, has been to 
build a positive creationist framework informed by biblical 
principles and genuine scientific data. Such studies have 
typically been careful to distinguish between actual data 
obtained by observations, and evolutionary inferences 
from data. A typical corollary of this approach has been 
that evolutionary inferences are flawed and that suffi¬ 
ciently close examination will lead to exposure of the defi¬ 
ciencies in evolutionary reasoning. 

However, another approach has been appearing with 
increasing frequency in recent years, especially in crea¬ 
tionist astronomy literature. This newer approach seeks to 
validate evolutionary concepts as much as possible without 
abandoning recent creation altogether. One of the earliest 
papers taking this approach was published about ten years 
ago (Faulkner and DeYoung, 1991, pp. 87-92). This paper 
asserted that “if creationists wish to scrap stellar evolution 
completely, then it is incumbent on us to rework stellar 
structure and/or physics in a convincing fashion” (Faulk¬ 
ner and DeYoung, 1991, p. 88). The implication of this as¬ 
sessment seems to be that creationists ought not to reject 
evolutionary concepts such as stellar evolution without 
first developing a “better” concept of their own as a substi¬ 
tute. This claim, sometimes called the “best-in-field” fal¬ 
lacy (MacBeth, 1971, p. 78), maintains in effect that one is 
not justified in rejecting falsehood until a theory of ele¬ 
gance equal to the false position has been devised. 

This paper furthermore maintained that creationist ac¬ 
ceptance of the term “stellar evolution” is justified on the 
grounds that “the use of the word ‘evolution’ here [in the 
phrase ’’stellar evolution" | carries a different connotation 
[than] it does in biology where an increase in complexity is 
implied. Instead, its astronomical use means change, 
whether the change is one of decay or perceived improve¬ 
ment" (Faulkner and DeYoung, 1991, p. 87). It is com¬ 
mendable that the authors of this statement qualify the 
improvement supposedly occurring as merely “perceived,” 
but the fact remains that this is not how evolutionists them¬ 
selves commonly view “stellar evolution.” As with many 
evolutionary concepts, definitions of this term vary from 
one author to another, possibly because of the lack of any 
real “improvement” in the universe despite the evolution¬ 
ary expectation of it (Milne, 1931, pp. 715-716). It is not 
uncommon for astronomers when discussing stellar or cos¬ 
mic evolution alone to define it as mere change (Fix, 1999, 
p. 432). Be that as it may, it is nevertheless false to maintain 
that the evolutionary community views stellar evolution 


differently from biological evolution. Among those au¬ 
thors comparing both stellar (or cosmic) evolution in the 
same context, the two are virtually always viewed as contig¬ 
uous parts of one coherent process (Dobzhansky et al., 
1977, p. 9), the ultimate end of which is increased com¬ 
plexity and upward development (Eddington, 1959, p. 56; 
Gamov, 1952, pp. 27-28; Weisskopf, 1977, pp. 408-409; 
Huxley, 1955, p. 278; Dobzhansky etal., 1977, pp. 8, 510). 

The primary author of the aforementioned CRSQ pa¬ 
per was recent creationist Dr. Danny Faulkner, who has 
continued since 1991 to advocate the acceptance by re¬ 
cent creationists of concepts heretofore thought of as evo¬ 
lutionary. For example, the formation of planets by (rapid) 
accretion on the fourth day of the creation week has been 
proposed as a possibility (Faulkner, 1999, p. 100). “The 
proposal is that the accretion was a rapid (taking less than a 
day), directed event. . .” (Faulkner and Spencer, 2000, p. 
76). This proposal is made despite the fact that accretion 
has never been demonstrated to be a physical reality in any 
laboratory simulation (Whipple and Green, 1985, pp. 
200-203; Arnold, 1971, pp. 519-522; Hartmann, 1993, p. 
134), and despite the fact that the heavenly bodies were 
created by God’s spoken word (Ps. 33:6), not by a pro¬ 
cess-rapid or not—described by the post-creation laws of 
science. 

Dr. Faulkner’s most recent paper claims that star forma¬ 
tion does not violate the second law of thermodynamics 
(Faulkner, 2001, pp. 40-44). Faulkner acknowledges that 
star formation has never been observed, and that stellar 
evolution theory does not presently allow for star formation 
unless another pre-existing (unstable) star is in proximity to 
trigger formation in the interstellar medium by a shock 
wave or other mechanism. If this were where this paper 
ended, perhaps the paper would be acceptable, but unfor¬ 
tunately, the paper concludes by calling on creationists to 
investigate how star formation might have taken place: 
“How the first stars formed is probably the greatest prob¬ 
lem for stellar evolution, and in recent years much theoret¬ 
ical work has addressed this. The issue of how a cloud is 
supposed to commence collapse ... is still a very fruitful 
pursuit for creationists. . .” (Faulkner, 2001, p. 43). 

In effect, this paper is calling on creationists to solve the 
evolutionists’ stellar formation problem. It would seem 
that pursuing stellar evolution models would be a dead 
end for biblical creationists and not a “very fruitful pursuit” 
at all. This concluding statement is therefore quite a dan¬ 
gerous one. It makes an attempt to redefine the boundaries 
of legitimate recent-creationist investigation by implicitly 
asserting that star formation must occur in some fashion 
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akin to evolutionary theorizing. It is thus implied that all 
that recent creationists must do is to figure out how the 
process of stellar formation could be “speeded up” to fit 
into the time-frame of a young universe. Such a view ig¬ 
nores the fact that the biblical record indicates that star for¬ 
mation cannot be occurring in the present, since the stars 
were created during the Creation Week (Gen. 1:14-18), 
and the creation was finished at the end of that Week 
(Gen. 2:1). 

With stellar evolution, planetary accretion and star for¬ 
mation having been advocated, it would seem that the next 
step might be to legitimize yet another evolutionary mech¬ 
anism within the recent creationist time frame. Seemingly 
overlooked, however, is the fact that actual observations 
have not legitimized any of these evolutionary processes. 
Nor does Scripture suggest that God employed any of 
them. The acceptance of such “legitimization” does not 
bode well for the future of creationist astronomy, for once 
the evolutionary mechanisms are seen as compatible with 
recent-creation, one would need to relinquish only the 
short time frame to have a return to conventional evolu¬ 
tion itself. 

I have often heard the lament that creationist astronomy 
is the least developed creationist discipline. However, fol¬ 
lowing this new approach of legitimizing evolutionary 
models is not the route toward a creationist astronomy. 
This approach ignores the work of creationists in the past 
which could form the basis of a truly creationist astronomy. 
It is also a route toward an eventual full-blown acceptance 
of conventional evolutionary models, for once the evolu¬ 
tionary models are accepted as somehow “creationistic,” 
history shows that finally the young-age constraint would 
be given up. This of course is the slippery route followed 
decades ago by organizations such as the American Scien¬ 
tific Affiliation, which today considers recent creation to 
be an offense to the gospel. 
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Jonathan Henry addresses a key issue, the limitation on le¬ 
gitimate science exploration in view of the supernatural 
creation. This issue has been explored previously 
(DeYoung, 2000). Dr. Henry charges that our paper ac¬ 
commodates an evolution position. However we strongly 
challenge stellar evolution as commonly understood, “We 
feel that the whole topic of stellar evolution needs detailed 
examination from a creationist viewpoint (Faulkner and 
DeYoung, 1991, p. 88). We do not see how the recent cre¬ 
ation position in any way legitimizes evolutionary models. 
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In a letter in re-sponse to my article (Bergman, 2000) C. 
Lane Anderson (CRSQ 38:110) mentioned several major 
concerns, a few that I would like to discuss here. The dis¬ 
ease known as progeria causes lethal pseudo rapid aging at 
a rate about nine times normal. It is due not to “aged” 
sperm cells but to a genetically caused deficiency that re¬ 
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Netherlands. Greenberg attempted to simulate the 
formation and growth of interstellar dust grains in mo¬ 
lecular clouds. Greenberg exposed the types of gases 
found in a molecular cloud at about 20 K to ultraviolet 
radiation of the intensity thought to be similar to typi¬ 
cal dim starlight. However, no coalescence of gas mol¬ 
ecules occurred without introducing two artificial 
conditions (1) the use of a cold finger as a nucleation 
site for the initiation of coalescence; and (2) the use of 
gas concentration higher than would actually exist in 
a molecular cloud. The second condition was espe¬ 
cially important, since molecular clouds have too low 
a concentration of gases to allow spontaneous nucle¬ 
ation even at a temperature as cold as 20 K (pp. 200- 
203). 

Therefore, Greenberg’s “simulation” of dust grain 
formation was not really a simulation at all. Two spe¬ 
cial conditions which would not be true in nature 
were imposed by the “human intelligence” conduct¬ 
ing the experiment. This brings to mind the fact that 
only Divine intelligence, not natural processes, 
could accomplish the creation of the cosmos. 

Jonathan Henry 
Science Division 
Clearwater Christian College 
3400 Gulf-to-Bay Blvd. 
Clearwater, FL 33759 
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the genes of the children only, not the parents (Simon, 
1999, p. 227). Only a few dozen cases have been identified 
so far worldwide. 

The concern that a cloned animal (or at least the 
DNA) will be as old as the parent is an issue that is now be¬ 
ing addressed by research. So far the results are unclear. As 
the fertilized cell divides, it has been determined that the 
donor DNA in clones produces many more mutations 
then normal, which may be one reason why nearly all 
cloning attempts fail. On the other hand, we have learned 
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much from the research on the cloning that already has 
been achieved. Cloning is possible only because all cells 
(except for erythrocytes and some immune system cells) 
have a complete DNA genome. This means that each cell 
contains the instructions for constructing another com¬ 
plete animal. Humans have at least 250 different cell types, 
and nearly every one of these can be used to clone a new 
person (Baldi, 2001 p. 147). 

Although the DNA of an adult cell contains all of 
the genetic information needed to recreate the animal, 
adult cells generally are incapable of running the “create- 
a-whole-new animal” program needed to produce a new 
animal. Eggs, though, do contain all of the complex equip¬ 
ment needed to run the so called “organism development 
program.” An egg can divide as soon as it is fertilized be¬ 
cause it contains all of the equipment required to undergo 
cell division. A fertilized egg needs only to duplicate its 
DNA, which occurs during combination of the haploid ge¬ 
nome from the egg (23 chromosomes) and the haploid ge¬ 
nome from the sperm. After the fertilized egg has divided 
into two cells, the new cells still have enough nutrients and 
cellular materials stored inside to continue dividing for 
many cell divisions. It will stop dividing only when all of 
the stored material is depleted. 

As noted, to clone a baby one needs both an unfertil¬ 
ized egg (with its genetic material removed) and the DNA 
from a normal cell. The genes, though, are as old as the 
cell used to obtain the DNA. If the cell is from an adult, the 
DNA could be 30 (or more) years old. Therefore, some 
feel that the chromosomes may have shorter telomeres, 
and also may be damaged by mutations since most cells ac¬ 
cumulate mutations as they age (for a discussion on telo¬ 
meres, see Bergman, 2000). 

Cloning is accomplished via several steps, one of 
which involves placing an ordinary somatic cell, such as a 
skin cell, in a culture dish that contains a nutrient broth to 
allow the cell to grow and divide to produce more skin 
cells. Cloning also requires obtaining an unfertilized egg 
from the organism that you want to clone. Next, the hap¬ 
loid genome (23 chromosomes in humans) contained in 
every egg must be removed. One way to accomplish this is 
by deftly yanking the chromosomes out of the egg. The egg 
without genetic material is now prepared to host the dip¬ 
loid DNA from a somatic cell. 

The majority of the cell's DNA resides in the nu¬ 
cleus compartment, which also needs to be carefully 
removed as a unit from a somatic cell so that the chromo¬ 
somes are not damaged or spilled. The nucleus then is 
placed in a tiny micro needle, and injected into the pre¬ 
pared egg viewed under a microscope to insure it is in¬ 
serted properly (Lester and Hefley, 1980). Inserting the 
new diploid DNA from a somatic cell into the egg requires 
intricate microscopic work. Fortunately, the cell mem¬ 
brane is liquid and self-seals after the DNA is inserted. 


Once this is achieved, the egg is almost ready to begin di¬ 
viding. Many cloners use the cell fusion technique in 
which the egg and a somatic cell are fused together with an 
electrical jolt to become one cell. After fusion, the nucleus 
from the somatic cell becomes the new nucleus of the egg 
cell (Travis, 2001). 

No matter which approach is used, the result is an 
egg that contains a new and complete DNA genome. What 
happens next is “shrouded in mystery” (Simon, 1999, p. 
173). Unknown egg components cause the adult DNA ge¬ 
nome to be converted hack to the condition before it was 
part of a specialized adult cell. Part of this process involves 
removing the chemicals (such as those used in methylation) 
and the proteins normally attached to some of the genes in 
adult DNA for the purpose of switching them off or regulat¬ 
ing them. They are removed by an unknown mechanism in 
the egg that restores the DNA to the condition necessary to 
initiate the organism development program. Once this oc¬ 
curs, the egg with its newly reset DNA will start to divide. It 
soon will form a small ball of cells called a blastocyst. At this 
point, the developing embryo can be implanted inside the 
womb of a surrogate mother. 

The success of Dolly the sheep, and cloned cows, 
pigs, goats, and mice implies that we have perfected the 
fine art of cloning. Actually, most animal clones die, usu¬ 
ally during embryonic development (Humpherys et al., 
2001). Many are stillborn, and these often have monstrous 
abnormalities (Jaenisch and Wilmut, 2001). Furthermore, 
the carrier mothers often suffer miscarriages, and occa¬ 
sionally die themselves. Cloned animals that are born alive 
often remain fragile, and many die from immune-system 
defects that leave them unable to fight most infections 
properly (Travis, 2001). 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology biologist 
Rudolf Jaenisch predicts that early human cloning at¬ 
tempts will result in so many deaths that the first 100 at¬ 
tempts will produce roughly only five live births. He also 
predicts that the surrogate mothers will have a high risk of 
miscarriages and stillbirths—and at the very least many 
mothers will have a difficult pregnancy, partly because the 
cloned fetus and placenta tend to be abnormally large. 
Called “large-offspring syndrome” this is one reason as 
many as 50 percent of the clones die at birth (Travis, 2001). 
Jaenisch adds that many of the few offspring that survive 
birth will die in days or weeks from abnormal livers, hearts, 
kidneys, or lungs, and only one to two will survive and “ap¬ 
pear” normal. Only a lifetime, though, will determine if 
they in fact are normal. The evidence now indicates that 
they will be more prone to cancer, premature aging, im¬ 
mune defects, and a variety of other problems —an issue 
that only years of follow-up will answer fully (Rideout et 
al., 2000; Humphery’s et al., 2001). Some researchers feel 
many of the problems are due to incomplete reprogram¬ 
ming of the DNA. The existing methylating pattern on the 



Volume 38, March 2002 


222 


DNA used to turn genes off must revert to the embryonic 
condition. Research indicates that the methylation regula¬ 
tion pattern in clones is frequently quite different than that 
in normal embryos (Travis, 2001). 

The deaths might not be the worst of what can hap¬ 
pen. The worst may be the clones born alive that must be 
kept alive on a respirator for years. Or would we need to 
pass special laws to allow sick cloned children to be 
euthanized? Scientists have had some cloning success 
with certain types of short-lived animals; but what happens 
if we clone a human and it turns out to have serious ge¬ 
netic defects that show up only as a child (or even as an 
adult)? Would this be the basis for a lawsuit? My guess is 
that the lawyers already are looking into this situation as a 
potential windfall, although who they would sue may turn 
out to be problematic. Would it be the clinic, the doctors 
involved, the hospital, the state for allowing this proce¬ 
dure, or the donor (and which one —the donor who sup¬ 
plied the egg or the one who supplied the DNA)? 

I wish to thank Bert Thompson, Ph.D., John 
Woodmorappe, MA, and Clifford Lillo, MA, B for their in¬ 
sight on an earlier draft of this paper. 
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On Conclusive and Illustrative Significance of Arguments for Design 


Faulkner (1998) demonstrated that solar eclipses on the 
Earth had quite a unique character, both with respect to 
beauty and to the impression they produced, and, besides, 
they ensure an exclusive possibility of studying the Sun. It 
was considered as an argument in favor of design. Faulkner 
however believed it was a weak argument for design and 
concluded: “It is hoped that other creationists join in the 
discussion to define and refine the design argument”. As a 
creationist, I wish to join in the discussion and to examine 
the question of whether arguments for design are needed 
as its proof, and if not, what is their true significance? 

Why should one resort to arguments for the theory of 
creation if, unlike other, more special theories in science, 
creation can be proved strictly enough? Will it not seem to 
a poorly informed person that creationism is as little sub¬ 
stantiated as evolutionism and they are on equal terms? If 
there is a proof for creation, then even very strong argu¬ 
ments become superfluous and may serve, if at all, merely 
as illustrations. 

The proof for creationism is as follows. None of the 
“theories of evolution” has escaped being disproved by 
facts. Lamarckism in its most general form is disproved by 
W. Johannsen’s (1903) experiments. The strongest (ac¬ 
cording to general opinion) “theory of evolution” (selec- 


tionism) is strictly disproved by studies of fertility that show 
a complete destructiveness of the mutation process, which 
therefore cannot be the basis of selectogenesis (Ivanov, 
2000). Evolutionism in its gradual form is disproved by the 
empirical generalization laid on the foundation of system- 
atics—the concept of invariance of species. 

These data have been available to science since the 
time of Linnaeus, and the fact that evolutionism has taken 
root despite the facts disproving it demonstrates that it has 
been cultivated artificially as a false philosophical and po¬ 
litical doctrine. There is documentary evidence thereof 
(Nilus, 1903), evidence that stands, contrary to all the at¬ 
tempts to present it false or to pass over it in silence; “for 
nothing is hidden except to be revealed” (Mark 4:22). 

As for evolutionism in the form of macrogenesis and sys¬ 
temic mutations (saltations), that is the theory of punctu¬ 
ated equilibrium, it is an eclectic attempt to reconcile the 
discreteness and invariance of species with transmutation- 
ism, based on assumption of absolutely improbable hypo¬ 
thetical phenomena not confirmed by any data. 

In science negative results have the advantage over the 
positive ones in that they are conclusive and decisive. Posi¬ 
tive data only support a theory but do not prove it, whereas 
negative data, which contradict its postulates, prove un- 
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equivocally the failure of the theory and that it should be 
abandoned as implausible. Thus the search for other theo¬ 
ries should be commenced. 

One can give many refutations of evolutionism, be¬ 
cause 1) there are a few “theories of evolution” and 2) any 
fact contradicting the foundations of the theory proves its 
falsehood. However, the refutations given here seem quite 
sufficient. Hence, according to the rule of tertium non 
datur, the truth of creationism is proved by contradiction. 
Falsehood of a thesis means truth the antithesis, and vice 
versa. 

This assertion that creation has been proved is not too 
strong, as it may seem at first glance because of unusual¬ 
ness of the situation (for in natural sciences, generally 
speaking, there are no proofs of truth of theories), since the 
disproof of evolutionism does not indicate concretely 
which theory of creation should be recognized as true, but 
supports creation in a most general form. 

According to N. Bohr, truth and clarity are mutually 
supplementing concepts. As Lao-Tse expressed the same 
idea, “who knows does not understand, and who under¬ 
stands does not know”. On the strength of this, it is not un¬ 
derstanding, i.e. connection with former notions, that is 
the basis of cognition, but the habit developed by continu¬ 
ous readiness to accept things as they really are, despite 
their paradoxical nature. Evolutionism is clear and under¬ 
standable for many people and this is achieved by means of 
ignoring the facts that contradict it, so that truth is sacri¬ 
ficed. Theory of creation, accepting these facts, remains 
true, but at the expense of clarity, because one has to recog¬ 
nize the act of creation is beyond all understanding. 

Shortly before Bohr, the same idea was realized by 
Danilyevsky (1885) and put forward as an evidence against 
the Darwin’s theory: “It is just this transparent clarity and 
the elementary intelligibility of the theory that represent 
the symptoms which are no to its advantage and make sup¬ 
pose that it is absolutely deprived of objective truth”. F. 
Jenkin (1867) believed that if a theory is constructed in a 
purely metaphysical manner, ignoring the facts that con¬ 
tradict it, i.e. with such treatment of facts, which Darwin 
indulges in, it is only a very short-witted person that cannot 
make it logically coherent and clear. One has always to be 
cautious whether the clarity of the theory is not a product 
of vulgarization and excessive simplification. 

The requirement to explain everything is an enormous 
obstacle to development of science, because the existence 
of a field of cognition where the human mind cannot pen¬ 
etrate in principle is ignored. If we want to hold to truth, 
we have to assume and to take into account the existence of 
the unconscious and the unintelligible. A theory that is 
“quite clear” always ignores the facts that contradict it. And 
on the contrary, if it includes the unintelligible, it pro¬ 
motes strongly our knowledge, which has been exempli¬ 
fied many times in natural sciences and even in the history 


of mathematics, when apparently illegitimate methods 
were employed which, nonetheless, led to correct results. 
“Enter by the narrow gate” (Matthew 7:13), teaches the 
Savior, and we may apply this to the paradoxicality of truth. 
Then He says: “Therefore everyone who hears these words 
of Mine, and acts upon them, may be compared to a wise 
man, who built his house upon the rock” (Matthew 7:24). 
A theory that is unlikely at first glance must not be ban¬ 
ished from the threshold, but thoroughly studied, and it is 
only thereupon that its destiny can be rightly settled. 
Because of the non-acceptance of this principle, the enor¬ 
mous building of evolutionism turned out to be con¬ 
structed upon sand. 

Faulkner’s division of arguments into weak and strong 
ones is rather conditional and subjective. If expediency 
that is intention is obvious, the argument is considered as a 
strong one, if not, then the opposite is true. The strength of 
the argument depends on the degree to which the situa¬ 
tion is carefully studied. For example, if the effect of full 
eclipses upon life on the Earth were cleared up com¬ 
pletely, their functionality would be thereby proved. How¬ 
ever, so far we only can make conjectures about it, eclipses, 
in spite of all their spectacularity, the impression they pro¬ 
duce, and their usefulness for studies, cannot be a strong 
and demonstrative illustration of functionality. 

Biological laws are a special thing and present strong ar¬ 
guments just because of their evident intention. The laws 
of fertility are purely biological. One of them is that fertility 
of plants and animals oscillates at a much lower level than 
is required for maximization of the number of surviving 
offspring, and another asserts that fertility modifications 
are not adaptive but serve for regulation of population den¬ 
sity. They could not have been discovered by purely physi¬ 
cal or chemical methods, or by studies at the molecular 
level. They even contradict physical and chemical notions 
(Koltsov, 1927; Schrodinger, 1943) since the latter are 
based on immanent laws and do not take into account the 
transcendental, supernatural phenomena because the re¬ 
searchers who were limited to studies of the inorganic 
world actually do not know the biological world. Yet these 
laws are determined by a specific biological organization 
the spontaneous “evolutionary” origin of which is com¬ 
pletely ruled out. They follow from the requirements of 
the ecosystem and are therefore unthinkable without the 
Creator, just like all the biological laws determined by an 
intentional construction of organisms and of the ecosys¬ 
tem as a superorganism. 

Denying the supernatural creation, we must assume an 
unnatural transmutation that contradicts the structure of 
species and of the ecosystem. Denying the unnatural trans¬ 
mutation, we inevitably arrive at supernatural creation. 
Hence one can see that design is the basis of true biology. 
Without design, biology as a science ceases to exist and be¬ 
comes limited to vulgarized and simplified mechanistic 
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notions. It is transformed into an arena of evolutionistic 
conjectures and fantasies. Biological science confirms de¬ 
sign in the best possible way. Design and only design en¬ 
sures the scientific status of biology. 

Science is a mnemonic system of facts; therefore, if even 
only a few of the facts are ignored, construction of a satisfac¬ 
tory system becomes impossible. As for evolutionism, it is a 
system of notions, not facts, and therefore, strictly speaking, 
it is not a science. This is evidenced even by its names: 
Lamarckism and Darwinism, which are similar to names of 
philosophical doctrines (Danilyevsky, 1885). 

Summarizing briefly, 1) the proof of design consists in 
disproving evolutionism; 2) factual arguments for design 
are not needed for proof, but for confirmation and illustra¬ 
tion of special cases of functionality of all that exists; and 3) 
a phenomenon may be used as an argument for creation 
only if such functionality is beyond any doubt. 
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Book Reviews: The Age of the Universe (What are the Biblical Limits?) 


Two reviews of the same(?) book are presented in the June 
2001 Creation Research Society Quarterly. The first cri¬ 
tiques a 146 page book published in 1999 by Morning Star 
Publications, WA., written by Gorman Gray, sold for $10, 
and called simply, The Age of the Universe. The second 
covers a book of 192 pages, published in 2000, sold for 
$9.99, by the same author and publisher, and called, The 
Age of the Universe: What are the Biblical Limits? 

Richard Overman, reviewer #1, finds the tone of the 
146 page book actually hostile to young-earth creationists, 
while throwing them a few condescending bones. He finds 
the book to be the usual special pleading to make the Bible 
fit “science.” But, at the end of his review, Overman under¬ 
cuts his presentation by saying, “I find it incredible that 
God would allow His Word to be misinterpreted for 400 
years only to correct this mistake with a new ‘alternative 
translation’ because science demands it.” While one may 
heartily concur that there is no need of a forced translation 
to fit a preconceived interpretation, it would not be the first 
time in history that most people had been fooled about 


Biblical interpretation for hundreds of years, even with a 
good translation! 

Carol Armstrong, reviewer #2, says of the 192 page 
book, “This is a scholarly book...ideas herein expressed 
merit careful consideration by those engaged in the study 
of origins.” She finds author Gray’s arguments presented 
“in a most irenic way, giving great detail in attempting to 
make these ideas clear. Although Overman’s review is 
more detailed, Armstrong brings out a point about Genesis 
1:1 not mentioned in the first review. It is Gray’s idea that 
Genesis 1:1 describes an event, rather than a summary of 
the creation as is often assumed. Thus, he finds no neces¬ 
sary identification of Day One with the event of creation in 
Genesis 1:1. That’s a big deal, to which Overman would 
have done well to respond. 

A third review is needed to reconcile the first two. Was 
Gray’s 1999 work so offensive to young-earth creationists 
that he saw fit to change his attitude, while at the same 
time expanding his explanations with 46 more pages of de¬ 
tail in his 2000 book? Or, was the 2000 book simply printed 
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in a smaller format, requiring more pages, but still exactly 
the same? In that case, our two reviewers saw it through 
very different eyes! We need Gray to answer some ques¬ 
tions, too: 

1) If the earth hung around in space for “multiple ages” 
before Day One, and then God remade it completely, so 
that one could not tell it had been around for billions of 
years, wouldn’t that be out of character for God to deceive 
us as to its antiquity? This is the flip side of the “appearance 
of age” red herring the old-earth folks are wont to drag 
across the path of logic and reason. We young-earthers see 
all the evidence on earth and in the vicinity of the solar sys¬ 
tem as perfectly consistent with a very young age, with no 
evidence that must be interpreted as an old age. Why 
would God deceive us? Of course, He cannot. 

2) Whether or not the earth was ever extant, as Gray in¬ 
sists, or not, the creation event of Day One is no less mirac- 

Simple Logical Fallacies in Evolution 

“Evolution is a fact. You see it in everything. Don’t you 
believe in evolution?”, bristled the high school science 
teacher at the National Education Association Exposition in 
Chicago in July 2000. How do you answer that loaded ques¬ 
tion at the end of an outburst of complex statements? A sim¬ 
ple “Yes” or “No” would destroy any real communication. 

The three thoughts expressed above need to be un¬ 
packed. The words “Evolution”, “it” and “evolution” in 
those sentences meant three different things, but the 
speaker illogically regarded all of them as being identical. 
She needed help to see the logical fallacies in her thinking, 
but that was very difficult because questioning the notion 
of evolution stirs up so much emotion. Also, she had un¬ 
doubtedly seen logical fallacies used repeatedly in the text¬ 
books and the scientific origins literature she had read. 

In her first assertion, “Evolution is a fact”, what did she 
mean by “evolution" In order for the statement to be true, 
she must have been talking about microevolution, a small 
observable change in a population gene pool over several 
generations. On that level, she probably meant that bacte¬ 
ria develop resistance to antibiotics, grasshoppers develop 
resistance to pesticides, the beaks of the finches on the 
Galapagos Islands change, and breeders of domesticated 
animals produce new varieties. These scientifically observ¬ 
able and sometimes reversible “facts” are matters of scien¬ 
tific belief and are not contested by informed creationists. 

Next, consider that even Thomas Huxley, Darwin’s 
bulldog, understood the distinction between science and 
philosophy in the origins issue when he wrote: 

Looking back through the prodigious vista of the 
past, I find no record of the commencement of life, 
and therefore I am devoid of any means of forming a 
definite conclusion as to the conditions of its appear- 


ulous. If there is no difference in the miraculous quality of 
the event, and since the purpose of the created universe is 
as a home for mankind, what is the compelling logic de¬ 
manding that an infinite God let it lay around for billions 
of years before doing anything with it? When a sinner takes 
months to get around to organizing and repairing his 
house that he should have done in a day or two, he is guilty 
of slothfulness. This doesn’t seem to be the example a righ¬ 
teous, almighty God would set. 

These types of arguments are not the most sound, being 
based mostly on our ignorance of creation events. But, they 
are just as sound as any Gray offers. And that’s the rub: why 
should anyone believe him? 

George Drake 
23 July 2001 
1622 W. 15 th Street 
Long Beach, CA90813 


ance. Belief, in the scientific sense of the word, is a 
serious matter, and needs strong foundations. To say, 
therefore, in the admitted absence of evidence, that I 
have any belief as to the mode in which existing 
forms of life have originated, would be using words 
in a wrong sense. (Sullivan, 1933, p. 95) 

Furthermore, Huxley distinguished a separate category 
of knowledge in relation to origins. He explained that he 
would expect to see macroevolution if he could have ob¬ 
served the origin of life, but as he continued he said: 

That is the expectation to which ana¬ 
logical reasoning leads me; but I beg you once more 
to recollect that I have no right to call my opinion 
anything but an act of philosophical faith. (Sullivan, 
1933, p. 95) 

In contrast to Thomas Huxley, the teacher used the term 
“evolution” in her first statement to mean macroevolution, 
too. On this philosophical level she meant that life sprang 
from non-living matter and then changed spontaneously 
over time by natural processes to produce the variety of life 
we have today. Thomas Huxley correctly called this use of 
the word an act of philosophical faith. 

On this philosophical level her statement that, “Evolu¬ 
tion is a fact” is illogical. The statement presents the logical 
fallacy of begging the question. Begging the question 
means assuming as proved the very point that is to be estab¬ 
lished (Copi, 1972, pp. 83-84; Kreyche, 1954, pp. 268— 
269). Here, the scientific belief about microevolution be¬ 
comes the basis of the philosophical assumption that 
macroevolution is a fact. The existence of macroevolution, 
however, is the point to be established. This logical fallacy 
of begging the question often appears in the thinking of 
evolutionists. 
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Furthermore, the teacher combined evolution as a scien¬ 
tific belief (microevolution) and a philosophical faith 
(macroevolution) in a single word in one sentence. She and 
other contemporary evolutionists fail to understand the dis¬ 
tinction; therefore, they get caught up in equivocation. 
When committing this fallacy one assigns more than one 
meaning to the same word (Copi, 1972, p.72; Kreyche, 
1954, pp. 260-261,292). In her second assertion, “You see it 
in everything,” there is even a third meaning for the word. 
This idea of the ubiquity of evolution is presented early in 
introductory evolution courses when the professor claims 
that automobiles and computer chips “evolve”. 

Indeed, this “evolution” is seen everywhere. It is noth¬ 
ing more than the observation of change, and it only 
means change over time. Incredibly, this phrase, “change 
over time”, actually appears in the Illinois Learning Stan¬ 
dards (Illinois State Board of Education, 1997, p. 35) as an 
inappropriate substitute for the word “evolve” in the early 
high school biology section. This third meaning of the 
word applies to everything that changes. It is much broader 
than the concepts of microevolution and macroevolution 
in biology. Yet, all three meanings of the word “evolution” 
are commonly intermingled. That is why the teacher’s 
question was a complex one that could not be answered 
with a “Yes” or “No”. 

These first two fallacies demonstrate the illogical nature 
of many arguments for macroevolution. Other errors of 
logic are also encountered in arguments against the notions 
of creation. The first of these is the false cause. This involves 
an attempt to draw from a conclusion of an opponent’s posi¬ 
tion an absurd or untrue consequent (Copi, 1972, p. 72; 
Kreyche, 1954, pp. 269, 292). This probably arises when 
evolutionists do not understand the creation paradigm. As a 
result, they draw false conclusions which are not espoused 
by creationists and then argue against the false cause. For 
example, Douglas J. Futuyma writes, “A Creator could pre¬ 
sumably make a perfect organism that could live forever. 
But genes cannot.” (Futuyma, 1995, p. 122). 

Futuyma further examines the subject of mortality, and 
starts “doing” theology without revealing the source of his 
theological “knowledge”. In his theology he assumes that 
the world as now constituted is the way it was originally 
created by God. But the Biblical creationist understands 
that the original world was created perfect, without sin and 
death, and that the present world is under a curse because 
of man’s sin. Futuyma’s arguments fail to consider this ef¬ 
fect of the fall and argue illogically against the false cause. 

Yet another fallacy used in trying to refute the creation 
view is the ad populum argument. This argument is an at¬ 
tempt to convince people of the truth of a position by ap¬ 
pealing to prejudices, emotions,or statements such as, 
“Everybody believes it, so you must be wrong.” (Copi, 
1972, pp.79-80; Kreyche, 1954, p. 267) Futuyama also ex¬ 
hibits this fallacy when he writes, “As of 1982, the histori¬ 


cal evidence of evolution is viewed as fact by almost all bi¬ 
ologists.” (Futuyma, 1995, p. 43) 

This is just one of many sections in the writings of 
Futuyma and others that could be referenced, arguing that 
most scientists believe in macroevolution; therefore, it must 
be scientifically correct. However, logical conclusions are 
not established by ballot but by evidence and reason. 

One last simple fallacy to consider is the ad hominem ar¬ 
gument. This line of attack is based on trying to discredit 
an opponent’s argument by discrediting the opponent 
himself (Copi, 1972, pp.75-76; Kreyche, 1954, p. 267). 
Futuyma commits the ad hominem fallacy by speaking of 
creationists in the following terms: 

Their Biblical analysis is as absurd as their scien¬ 
tific views; they cannot admit of metaphor, parable, 
or historical scholarship in their reading of the Bi¬ 
ble.... (Futuyma, 1995, p. 20) 

Quite to the contrary, creationists recognize metaphor 
and parable where those elements appear in the genre of 
Scripture. However, neither element is present in Genesis 
1-11. “Admitting of’ them here, where they do not appear, 
would result in doing violence to the clear meaning of the 
text. As for the modern “historical scholarship”, it has a 
false basis in macroevolution, and must be viewed with 
great skepticism in order to understand the Bible properly. 
Futuyma’s remarks are both illogical and a mischaracteri- 
zation of those with whom he disagrees. More strident at¬ 
tacks, especially from Dr. Stephen J. Gould of Harvard 
University, are in the literature. 

These fallacies are very easily refuted, because to iden¬ 
tify them is to refute them. It is peculiar that scientists, who 
are reputed to rely heavily on reason, succumb readily to 
logical fallacies when arguing for macroevolution or 
against creation. Why is there a tendency on the part of 
evolutionists to abandon science and logic when discuss¬ 
ing origins. Does it involve an issue other than intelligence 
and logic? It appears to me that it does. 
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Hasty Conclusions 

Bolton Davidheiser (2001) comments that “Too many 
people who should know better write of the ‘five senses.’ 
There are seven physical senses.” Actually there are at least 
eight. In addition to the muscular sense and temperature 
sense he mentions there is also the sense of balance. There 
may be more senses. Let us beware of the fallacy of think¬ 
ing we have learned all there is to a subject, even one as 
mundane as the human senses. 

Much Ado About Nothing 

In recent years, experiments with Hox genes have led to 
many claims for some of the outcomes. The following are 
some of the examples. 

A horse was born with a number of toes instead of the 
normal one toe; a snake produced rudimentary limbs; 
mice embryos have been born with a backbone similar to 
that seen in jawless fish; and mice were born without the 
full complement of bones in the ear. Instead, it is said they 
had one bone which was claimed to be that of the quad¬ 
rate, a feature normally found in reptiles. Finally, flies 
hatched with nine pairs of wings (Day, 1995, pp. 30-33). 

First of all, what insect has ever been seen with nine 
pairs of wings? This is a clear case of a simple mistake in 
the body plan by way of the Hox genes. In the case of the 
backbone and the bone in the ear, these are clearly not real 
fish and reptile tissue, but Day claimed that nature was us¬ 
ing existing pathways in development and twisted them 
into ancient pathways (Day, 1995, p. 34). In the case of the 
bone in the ear, a Hox gene known as Hoxa-2 was disabled 
in order to produce the single bone (Day, 1995, p. 34). 
Clearly a certain amount of manipulation is involved here. 
Monotremes have reptile-like features, but they are made 
of the animals’ own tissue and not really that of a reptile 
(Brown, 1987, p. 77). What this reminds us of, to some ex¬ 
tent is the genetic potential there is in creation. Con¬ 
trolling the timing of certain proteins helped in the 
production of teeth in hens (Brown, 1999, p. 39), and life- 
form’s genetic potential may have played its part in the past 
by being the mechanism by which the Creator had certain 
life-forms share features, the other being that some of them 
were created directly by God. 

Flood Geology versus the CCC Model 

Most creationist geologists follow (more or less) basic prin¬ 
ciples laid out by Whitcomb and Morris (1961)- one being 
the recognition that the Genesis Flood formed the bulk of 
the rock record. Disagreements abound over the place¬ 
ment of Flood stratigraphic boundaries in the rock record, 
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It may be that the horse did once have more than one 
toe; this would not go against creation if this is so but, at the 
same time, this could still be a case of scientists manipulat¬ 
ing the Hox genes. In (Brown, 1989) I did point out the 
many features shared by the snake and the monitor lizard, 
but evolutionists did not link the two together despite all of 
this. We also know there are lizards that have lost their 
limbs, and the serpent was condemned to go on its belly in 
Genesis. Even so, on the other hand, this could still be 
only a manipulation of the Hox genes. In all of these cases, 
there are few claims of anything actually being made. But 
there is, instead as the title of the comic work by the great 
bard Shakespeare puts it, ‘Much Ado About Nothing’. 
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mechanisms, etc., but a perusal of creationist literature re¬ 
veals an almost universal consensus on the bulk of the 
Phanerozoic record being a relict of the Flood. The re¬ 
cently introduced CCC model (Gentet, 2000) challenges 
that position by assigning most of the rock record to curse- 
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related, non-Flood, catastrophic preservation of distinct 
ecosystems. The great Flood is left with an as-yet-to-be- 
identified erosional surface. Lain (2001) defends that 
model in a recent letter. 

As a geologist, I find that this model’s position puzzling 
absent a desire to minimize the effects of the Flood a la 
Baron Cuvier. Mr. Lain (2001, p. 168) states that in the 
CCC model, “natural processes were going on from the 
very beginning of creation, though in some instances the 
magnitude of these events were greater than anything we 
have so far experienced..This statement could just have 
easily been made by a modern uniformitarian apologist. 
That is not meant as an accusation against Mr. Lain, but as 
an indication of a much-needed clarity in the model. The 
CCC model has been criticized as a “neo-Cuvierist” ap¬ 
proach to Flood geology, and Mr. Lain’s letter fails to pro¬ 
vide any distinction with respect to the geologic record 
between the CCC model and that 19 th Century failure. 
The baron was one of the most eminent scientists of his 
century, but his attempted compromise of multiple catas¬ 
trophes - recapitulated in the CCC model - was squashed 
between its inability to find explicit support in the Bible on 
one side, and uniformitarian geology on the other. Why re¬ 
peat that mistake? 

In a similar fashion, the reader will find, if he troubles 
himself to reread the original five critiques and Mr. Lain’s 
defense, that the defense addresses none of the basic issues 
raised in the “purported” critiques, and only raises new 
questions about the validity and direction of this model. 
Exegetical/hermeneutical, formal, and empirical errors 
merely serve to highlight the model’s inherent weakness. 

Biblical truth should take precedence with creationists. 
The acknowledgement of that truth in the CCC model is 
one of its only strengths. However, after digging through 
Mr. Lain’s letter, I find that the biblical support for the 
CCC model resolves itself into poor exegesis and support 
from non-biblical sources. Mr. Lain cites Josephus, the 
book of Jashar, and Eusebius as authorities supporting the 
CCC model. I prefer Genesis and other pertinent passages 
of the Bible. Mr. Lain should clarify his position on these 
sources, for it appears that they are given equal weight with 
Scripture. His exegesis appears similarly flawed when he 
applies the warning of I Timothy 1:4 to the biblical geneal¬ 
ogies. This unique interpretation, if correct, would suggest 
that the publication of numerous interesting articles that 
have appeared in the CRSQ about the biblical chronology 
was sin! 

How does the CCC explain the rock record? Mr. Lain 
speaks of ecosystems, created on the 3 rd , 5 th , and 6 th days of 
Genesis 1, and expanding across the face of the earth, 
awaiting preservation in multiple catastrophes accompa¬ 
nying the curse. This rather unique interpretation of the 
Genesis days finds no explicit support in the text of Genesis 
1, or anywhere else in the Bible. Not being a biologist, I 


cannot comment on whether the ecosystems based on the 
days of creation are even tenable in a biologic sense, but 
they appear unwieldy at best. There is nothing in Genesis 
1 that equates the days of Creation with specific ecosys¬ 
tems, and the purported survival of these ecosystems be¬ 
fore, during, and after the Flood itself contradicts the 
unique nature of the Flood and its biblically-based pur¬ 
pose and effect (e.g., II Peter 3:6; Genesis 6:13). 

Mr. Lain equates the “ecosystem” of the 5 th day with the 
“Cambrian explosion.” However, the “Cambrian explo¬ 
sion” is first and foremost a testimony to widespread extinc¬ 
tion and rapid marine deposition across continental 
interiors. There is a significant difference between the exis¬ 
tence of marine life in its “ecosystem” and its preservation 
in fossil graveyards. The presence of widespread marine 
Cambrian strata, often overlying regional erosional uncon¬ 
formities, seems much easier to attribute to the global ex¬ 
tinction event of the Genesis Flood, rather than the 5 th day 
of Creation. 

Mr. Lain challenges Flood geologists to explain how 
marine fossils were formed in the Flood when Genesis 7 
does not include the account of their destruction. That’s 
easy. The reasoning is as follows: 1) the Flood was global, 
2) ‘global’ includes the oceans, 3) marine creatures live in 
the oceans, 4) the effects of the Flood (volcanism, geo¬ 
chemical changes, tectonic upheaval, rapid clastic and 
chemical sedimentation) on marine environments would 
result in the mass death and burial of many marine organ¬ 
isms. While those details are not provided in Genesis, I 
believe that this can be attributed more easily to Moses’ 
economy of words than it can be to assume it did not hap¬ 
pen because it was not explicitly described. If Mr. Lain’s 
comment represents an approach to historiography, it 
would result in the death of history as a discipline, since 
only explicit, positive biblical teaching would be allowed. 
Of course, that would invalidate the CCC model, too. 

Mr. Lain’s approach to the fossil record is a false di¬ 
lemma - a logical fallacy. He allows the only interpretive 
approaches to the rock record to be those of evolution or 
the CCC model. Keeping your opponent out of the sta¬ 
dium is certainly one way to win, but not generally recog¬ 
nized as fair play. Mr. Lain should reread the numerous 
articles published in the CRSQ over many years that offer 
other interpretive options. 

Mr. Lain makes exhaustive use of uniformitarian inter¬ 
pretations as an argument against creationist opposition to 
the CCC model. He seems to think that the conclusion of 
“no Flood” logically flows from the work of those who 
would never admit its possibility in the first place. I will 
leave it to others to point out published literature debunk¬ 
ing the “no Flood” interpretation of trace fossils, fossil as¬ 
semblages, etc., or the reliability of such things as 
dendrochronology in determining the age of the earth. 
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In my earlier “purported” critique, I noted that the exis¬ 
tence of widespread (and arguably correlative) marine “Pa¬ 
leozoic” strata over much of North America supports 
continent-wide deposition by the Flood. Mr. Lain must ex¬ 
plain how the continent of North American could be inun¬ 
dated by “curse catastrophes” and still retain the biblical 
teaching of the uniqueness of a global Flood that left less 
evidence! 

Mr. Lain could clarify these issues by answering several 
crucial questions: 

• What are the field criteria for identifying Flood strata 
from non-Flood strata in the CCC model? 

• If the uniformitarian geologic periods are paleoenviron- 
ments, then why is there a unidirectional order in the se¬ 
quence? Why is there not a random distribution of say, 
Precambrian-Cenozoic-Paleozoic-Mesozoic at least in 
some locales? 

• If the Flood was the world-destroying catastrophe pre¬ 
sented in Scripture, then why is it such a miniscule part 
of the rock record, while numerous minor catastrophes, 
connected to the curse, form major depositional units? 

• Is there sufficient time, even in the 10,000-year time- 
frame advocated by Mr. Lain for the geologic work of the 
rock record to be accomplished absent the Flood? 


Perhaps there is a great deal of misunderstanding about 
this model, but at present, the CCC model severely under¬ 
cuts Flood geology by creating the potential for accommo¬ 
dation of the interpretations of uniformitarian geologists in 
their arguments against a biblical Flood. I hope that the 
readers of CRSQ appreciate the seriousness of the chal¬ 
lenge presented by the CCC model. Because if it is correct 
then all of the Flood geology studies published by the CRS 
in its quarterly journal and in many books and mono¬ 
graphs require tremendous revision or rejection. I think 
the evidence points in the other direction. 
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Book Review 


Lights Out: Sleep, Sugar, and Survival by R.S. Wiley and Bent Formby 
Simon and Schuster Inc., New York. 2000, 354 pages, $24.95 


Since low fat diets and exercise have gone to war against 
obesity, the average American has gained 8.5 pounds. In¬ 
creasing numbers of people are getting Type II diabetes. 
For those who feel they exercise like a maniac, are always 
hungry, are overweight, and gain weight if they even smell 
a cookie, this book may have the answer. These researchers 
wrote Lights Out to present the proof that overeating fat 
and a lack of exercise do not cause obesity, heart disease, 
diabetes, and cancer. They base their conclusions on more 
than a decade of research at the National Institutes of 
Health and back it up with more than one thousand scien¬ 
tific sources. 

Up to about 1900 when the sun set, it got dark. If people 
stayed up late it was to the dim red glow of fire or candles. 
When it got dark people went to bed and slept. In the win¬ 
ter people spent up to 14 hours a day in the dark. 

In the past the abdominal fat pad common in insulin- 
resistant, high cholesterol and Type II diabetes patients 
would have kept internal organs warm and served as an en¬ 
ergy store for famine season of winter. The liver dumps 
sugar into cholesterol production to lower the freezing 
temperature of cell membranes. Chronic high insulin 


leads to insulin resistance. Blood sugar cannot enter mus¬ 
cle cells, so all sugar goes to fat cells for storage or gets 
turned into cholesterol. This makes insulation and anti¬ 
freeze to prepare the body for winter freeze and famine 
that never comes for modern day Americans. 

Cryptochromes in the blood pick up the blue spectrum 
of sunlight and carry it throughout the body. In the sum¬ 
mer the body gets the message to produce hormones that 
say, “Eat all you can and build up a fat pad so you will sur¬ 
vive the dark winter famine.” Today artificial lights trick 
the body into thinking every day year round is the season to 
eat a lot and gain weight. Today we do not merely have 
fruits ripening in the summer; we have concentrated sug¬ 
ary foods year round. Sugar consumption has increased 
150% since 1900. Long hours of light cause insulin release 
to store extra carbohydrates as fat and cholesterol to have 
something to live on when summer is over. The flickering 
light of the TV is addictive because it causes dopamine re¬ 
lease; it also tells your body to eat and store fat. 

Even if one slept eight hours a night, several hours were 
probably spent sleeping in a room with morning light leak- 
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ing in. The evening’s artificial light was abnormal spec¬ 
trum. Instead of the sun, a clock or TV dictates bedtime. 

Staying up late means insulin stays higher in the night 
when it should be low. Cortisol falls so late that it will not 
come up normally in the morning. Prolactin does not 
come up until after 3.5 hours of melatonin, so after a short 
night it stays too high in the morning. If cortisol is not high 
enough to enhance dopamine, a person may feel rushed 
and have poor memory and trouble planning. In the after¬ 
noon the appetite comes roaring on Melatonin would have 
suppressed appetite at night, but it will not form with the 
lights on. After sunset the light bulbs, computer monitor, 
refrigerator light, and TV screen tell the body to eat carbo¬ 
hydrates and gain weight. Attempting to exercise the extra 
weight off means cortisol level goes up, and insulin re¬ 
sponse system goes up to mobilize blood sugar and may 
eventually lead to insulin-resistance. 

Fat cells release leptin that land on receptors (neuro¬ 
peptide Y) to tell the body it has gained enough weight. 
But if the person is 20 pounds overweight, so much leptin 
is released that the receptors go dead from overload. In 
nature no one would get so fat that leptin could do this, be¬ 
cause the sugary food supply runs out in the winter. Bor¬ 
neo has an annual fruiting season. The rest of the year the 
orangutans eat twigs and insects and burn fat. 

The length of light and dark hours each day regulates 
hormones such as insulin, serotonin, and dopamine. Light 
shuts off melatonin production at the preoptic site connec¬ 
tion to the pineal gland. Research on rats showed that even 
the light of less than a candle in the dark phase (night) dis¬ 
rupts the production of the antioxidant melatonin and 
increases tumor growth. Mice that got long nights of dark¬ 
ness would not get cancer when substances were painted 
on their bellies. Mice that got short night of darkness ru¬ 
ined toxicology experiments by dying before the experi¬ 
ments were over. Long hours of light and short nights led 
to more tumors and higher insulin, blood sugar, and insu¬ 
lin resistance. Researchers at John Hopkins University 
gave mice a series of injections of Windex, water bottle 
plastic, antiperspirant, and carcinogens. The short night 


mice got cancer so quickly, the scientists could not tell 
which chemical to blame. They could not give the long 
night mice cancer even many carcinogens down the line. 

The short nights of darkness were also connected to 
death from heart disease. Cryptochromes in the blood car¬ 
rying the message of blue light knock out the enzyme that 
metabolizes methionine. Short nights of darkness cause 
chronic high cortisol and endotoxin LPS. The authors 
blame heart attacks, not on cholesterol or lack of exercise, 
but on trauma such as fright in an earthquake or a chronic 
fear state putting the heart into almost permanent physio¬ 
logical panic. Long dark nights change the heart’s metabo¬ 
lism from sugar burning to fat burning, but artificially long 
hours of light every day all year long eliminate seasons as 
far as the body can tell. 

When the authors asked Dr. Thomas Wehr, the head of 
the department studying seasonal and circadian rhythmi- 
city at the NIH whether he felt the public had the right to 
know that people have a right to know that on less than 9.5 
hours of sleep at night-i.e., in the dark, they will (a) never 
be able to stop eating sugar, smoking, and drinking alcohol 
and (b) most certainly develop one of the following condi¬ 
tions: diabetes, heart, disease, cancer, infertility, mental ill¬ 
ness, and/or premature aging, he said, “Well, yes, they do 
have a right to know. They should be told: but it won’t 
change anything. Nobody will ever turn off the lights.” 
The authors believe people have the right to know about 
this lifesaving information, and decide for themselves, and 
I agree. 

Numerous sections about cavemen and evolution and 
Darwin could have been deleted without affecting the 
content. References I would include are Luke 21:26, 
“Men’s hearts failing them for fear” and Genesis 1:14-18, 
“...for seasons...the greater light to rule the day, and the 
lesser light to rule the night..We let light bulbs rule the 
night and seasons. The Creator knew best. 
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Nothing Practical From Evolution 


No product, discovery, medical procedure, or advance has 
come out of evolutionary theory. Without evolutionary 
theory, all practical biology would stand just as it is. No ma¬ 
jor corporation has a Department of Evolution because 
scientists who have to produce results don’t use it.In fact, I 
would like to challenge the readership of this publica- 
tion[T/ie Scientist] to come up with one practical applica¬ 
tion of biology that would have been impossible were it not 


for the hypothesis of evolution. In the meantime, I think 
that scientists should leave the important questions, such 
as what is the meaning of life and is there a God, to reli¬ 
gion, which knows how to answer such questions, and stick 
to what they know how to do, such as breeding insect- 
resistant corn and curing cancer. 

N. Avraham Sonenthal 
to The Scientist (11 [ 14] :10) 
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History— The Creation Research Society was organized in 1963, with 
Dr. Walter E. Lammerts as first president and editor of a quarterly publica¬ 
tion. Initially started as an informal committee of 10 scientists, it has grown 
rapidly, evidently filling a need for an association devoted to research and 
publication in the field of scientific creation, with a current membership of 
over 600 voting members (graduate degrees in science) and about 1000 non¬ 
voting members. The Creation Research Society Quarterly has been gradu¬ 
ally enlarged and improved and now is recognized as the outstanding publi¬ 
cation in the field. In 1996 the CRSQ was joined by the newsletter Creation 
Matters as a source of information of interest to creationists. 

Activities— The society is solely a research and publication society. It 
does not hold meetings or engage in other promotional activities, and has no 
affiliation with any other scientific or religious organizations. Its members 
conduct research on problems related to its purposes, and a research fund is 
maintained to assist in such projects. Contributions to the research fund for 
these purposes are tax deductible. As part of its vigorous research and field 
study programs, the Society operates The Van Andel Creation Research 
Center in Chino Valley, Arizona. 

Membership— Voting membership is limited to scientists who have at 
least an earned graduate degree in a natural or applied science and subscribe 
to the Statement of Belief. Sustaining membership is available for those who 
do not meet the academic criterion for voting membership, but do subscribe 
to the Statement of Belief. 


Statement of Belief— Members of the Creation Research Society, which 
include research scientists representing various fields of scientific inquiry, 
are committed to full belief in the Biblical record of creation and early his¬ 
tory, and thus to a concept of dynamic special creation (as opposed to evolu¬ 
tion) both of the universe and the earth with its complexity of living forms. 
We propose to re-evaluate science from this viewpoint, and since 1964 have 
published a quarterly of research articles in this field. All members of the So¬ 
ciety subscribe to the following statement of belief: 

1. The Bible is the written Word of God, and because it is inspired 
throughout, all its assertions are historically and scientifically true in all the 
original autographs. To the student of nature this means that the account of 
origins in Genesis is a factual presentation of simple historical truths. 

2. All basic types of living things, including humans, were made by direct 
creative acts of God during the Creation Week described in Genesis. What¬ 
ever biological changes have occurred since Creation Week have accom¬ 
plished only changes within the original created kinds. 

3. The Great Flood described in Genesis, commonly referred to as the 
Noachian Flood, was a historical event worldwide in its extent and effect. 

4. We are an organization of Christian men and women of science who 
accept Jesus Christ as our Lord and Savior. The act of the special creation of 
Adam and Eve as one man and woman and their subsequent fall into sin is 
the basis for our belief in the necessity of a Savior for all people. Therefore, 
salvation can come only through accepting Jesus Christ as our Savior. 













